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ABSTRACT
DOES EVALUATION AFFECT TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY?
A QUALITATIVE INVESTIGATION INTO THE EFFECTS OF
EVALUATION ON TEACHERS’ SENSE OF EFFICACY
Anthony J. Palmisano, Ed.D.
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology and Foundations
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Kelly Summers, Co-Director
Stephen Tonks, Co-Director
This study’s purpose is three-fold. The first aim is to understand how teacher selfefficacy may impact the effectiveness of teacher evaluation and its intended outcome to improve
teacher performance. The second aim is to understand the sources of teacher self-efficacy and
how the teacher evaluation process relates to them. The third aim is to provide educational
leaders with the key sources of self-efficacy information linked with high levels of teacher selfefficacy through the teacher evaluation process. Employing methods of qualitative research,
twenty-five general education teachers were interviewed for the purpose of answering questions
related to teacher evaluation and the impact of self-efficacy information. Teacher participants
served as employees in four school districts in DuPage County, Illinois. The researcher
concludes that verbal persuasion in the form of evaluator feedback is the key source of selfefficacy information producing the most self-efficacious teachers willing to improve their
performance. Fulfilling the overall purpose of this study, the researcher recommends a researchbased practice for building the self-efficacy of teachers through the teacher evaluation process.

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY
DE KALB, ILLINOIS

MAY 2017

DOES EVALUATION AFFECT TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY?
A QUALITATIVE INVESTIGATION INTO THE EFFECTS OF
EVALUATION ON TEACHERS’ SENSE OF EFFICACY

BY
ANTHONY J. PALMISANO
©2017 Anthony J. Palmisano

A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF LEADERSHIP, EDUCATIONAL
PSYCHOLOGY AND FOUNDATIONS

Co-Doctoral Directors:
Dr. Kelly Summers
Dr. Stephen Tonks

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
LIST OF TABLES ......................................................................................................................... vi
CHAPTER I: TEACHER EVALUATION .....................................................................................1
Introduction......................................................................................................................................1
History ......................................................................................................................................1
The Unintended Consequences of Teacher Evaluation ............................................................7
Purpose .....................................................................................................................................9
Significance ..............................................................................................................................9
Research Questions ................................................................................................................10
Theoretical Framework: Self-Efficacy Theory ..............................................................................10
Looking Ahead ..............................................................................................................................12
CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW ......................................................................................13
Theoretical Orientation: Self-Efficacy ..........................................................................................13
Distinguishing Characteristics of Self-Efficacy .....................................................................14
Sources of Self-Efficacy .........................................................................................................15
Teacher Perceived Efficacy ....................................................................................................20
Measuring Self-Efficacy.........................................................................................................21
Collective Teacher Efficacy ...................................................................................................23
Teacher Evaluation ........................................................................................................................24
Current History and Best Practices ........................................................................................24
Evaluating Evaluations ...........................................................................................................27
Charlotte Danielson Model: A Framework for Teaching .......................................................33

iii

Page
Teacher Self-Efficacy and Teacher Evaluation .............................................................................39
Factors That Impact Teacher Self-Efficacy............................................................................39
Teacher Self-Efficacy and Motivation ...................................................................................43
Motivation and Work-Related Performance ..........................................................................45
Teacher Evaluation Implementation and the Potential Effect on Teacher Self-Efficacy.......48
CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY ...............................................................................................57
Purpose of the Study ......................................................................................................................57
Research Questions ........................................................................................................................58
Understanding the Intent of the Questions .............................................................................58
Description of the Participants.......................................................................................................59
Research Design ............................................................................................................................62
Interviews as the Data Source ........................................................................................................63
Coding and Analysis ......................................................................................................................65
Procedures ......................................................................................................................................68
Validity and Reliability..................................................................................................................73
Summary ........................................................................................................................................74
CHAPTER IV: FOUR OVERARCHING THEMES ....................................................................76
Developing Teacher Self-Efficacy Through Experience ...............................................................77
General Teaching Experience.................................................................................................77
Length of Time Teaching .......................................................................................................78
Changes Affecting Confidence...............................................................................................80
Student Academic Achievement ............................................................................................82
Positive Experiences with the Teacher Evaluation Process ...................................................89

iv

Page
Impact of Evaluator Feedback on Teacher Self-Efficacy ..............................................................91
Feedback Frequency ...............................................................................................................91
General Feedback ...................................................................................................................93
Feedback Decreasing Confidence ..........................................................................................97
Feedback Impacts Confidence ..............................................................................................100
Impact of Evaluation Ratings on Teacher Self-Efficacy .............................................................104
The Impact of Needs Improvement and Unsatisfactory on Self-Efficacy ...........................109
Impact of Self-Efficacy on Teacher Motivation ..........................................................................115
CHAPTER V: LINKING PREVIOUS RESEARCH TO THE FOUR THEMES ......................120
Review of Bandura’s Sources of Self-Efficacy ....................................................................120
Theme I – Developing Teacher Self-Efficacy Through Experience ....................................121
Theme II – Impact of Evaluator Feedback on Teacher Self-Efficacy ..................................123
Theme III –Impact of Evaluation Ratings on Teacher Self-Efficacy ...................................126
Theme IV – Impact of Self-Efficacy on Teacher Motivation ..............................................130
Purpose of the Study: Review......................................................................................................133
How Teacher Self-Efficacy Impacts the Effectiveness of Teacher Evaluation ...................133
How the Teacher Evaluation Process Relates to Sources of Teacher Self-Efficacy ............134
Key Sources of Efficacy Information Linked With High Levels of Teacher Self-Efficacy 135
Research Questions Answered ....................................................................................................136
Conclusion ...................................................................................................................................137
Recommendations for Leadership ...............................................................................................137
Transforming Feedback to Improve Teaching Self-Efficacy ...............................................137
A New Approach for Feedback ............................................................................................139

v

Page
Limitations and Future Research .................................................................................................142
REFERENCES ....................................................................................................................................... 145
APPENDIX: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL .......................................................................................... 150

LIST OF TABLES

Table
1. Participants................................................................................................................................ 60
2. Age of Participants.................................................................................................................... 60
3. Experience of Participants ........................................................................................................ 60
4. Sample Spreadsheet .................................................................................................................. 65
5. Focused Codes with Emerging Theoretical Categories ............................................................ 69

CHAPTER I: TEACHER EVALUATION

Introduction

History

The one room schoolhouse did not include formal teacher evaluation during the early
years of American Education. Typically, teachers were evaluated and measured by the standards
of the community – most often through clergymen assigned to superintendent. Basic standards
for supervision included observing a general sense of responsibility, finding pleasure in children,
an understanding of how children think, patience, and a general understanding of the different
modes by which children become happy (Calhoun, 1969).
During the 19th century, Horace Mann, father of the Common School Movement,
elevated the level of teacher performance and expertise. Mann observed German schools and
returned with new ideas regarding teacher supervision. While in Germany, he observed some
unique differences in expectation, such as a general disposition of caring, forging relationships
with their students, a physically active teaching staff, and a style reminiscent of a theatrical
fashion (Calhoun, 1969). Mann’s observations spawned interest in creating more formalized
supervision. Visitors were sent to schools and reports were made. Attention was placed on
assigning a single head of the schoolhouse, a superintendent, to provide supervision or
evaluation of the teacher. This was to be a person of knowledge and expertise in schooling. A
superintendent would begin to look at the teacher’s ability to maintain order, hold attention,
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exhibit knowledge, and impart instruction, in addition to a general impression of how they would
care for children. Formal charts were then created to document performance.
Years later, the scientific managers of the early 20th century refined these standards to
ensure efficiency. In 1911, Frederick Taylor published The Principles of Scientific Management.
These principles of science seemed to apply well during the industrial era. Factories and steel
companies found benefit to understanding workflow, the science of engineering, management
and the science of best practice. Scientific Management worked as it eliminated waste, controlled
the environment and contributed to productivity. The principals of Scientific Management
seemed to imply that the school is just another factory and the teacher, its worker (Callahan,
1962).
Although much discussion regarding teacher evaluation ensued during the 18th, 19th, and
early 20th centuries, no formal legislation was enacted until shortly after A Nation at Risk
published by The National Commission on Excellence in Education in April 1983. The creator of
the Commission, Secretary of Education T. H. Bell, stated his concern about the widespread
public perception that American education was in crisis (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983). He intended to garner American support to assess the state of our schools and
to initiate reform. The Commission was charged with assessing the quality of teaching and
learning in our nation’s public and private schools, colleges, and universities and to defining
problems which must be overcome in the pursuit of excellence in education. The Commission
expressed the need to educate all citizens and that all are entitled to a fair chance regardless of
race, class or economic status. The Commission continued to list its findings and to make further
recommendations for a number of issues including content, standards, expectations, time,
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teaching, leadership and fiscal support. The letter jolted the Nation’s stance on public education
igniting a grassroots effort to implement formal standards ensuring our Nation’s future.
The Commission outlined the “Risk”: International comparisons of student achievement
indicated America was falling behind other countries. Nearly 23 million American adults were
functionally illiterate. Average achievement of high school students was lower than it was during
the time of Sputnik. Gifted students were not performing in alignment with ability and test scores
declined over the years. Furthermore, high school seniors did not possess higher order thinking
skills and college achievement was on the decline. Therefore, the Commission created the
following recommendations for American public education (National Commission on Excellence
in Education, 1983).
Recommendation B, Standards and Expectations, highlights the Commission’s push
toward more rigorous and measurable standards. This section of the letter continues to
recommend standardized achievement tests at transition points from one level of schooling to
another. It lists the purpose of the tests and how they would be used to identify student needs and
progress. In addition, Recommendation D highlights the Commission’s assertion that salary,
promotion, tenure, and retention decisions should be tied to an evaluation system (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). This stance captured the attention of our Nation
and led to further changes related to formal teacher evaluation eventually leading to Illinois
Senate Bill 7 and the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA).
Prior to Senate Bill 7 and PERA, however, the State of Illinois enacted legislation shortly
after A Nation at Risk. Illinois policy makers looked for ways to get public education back on
track and to specifically make changes to teacher evaluation. Three years after A Nation at Risk,
Illinois P.A. 84-126 evolved into Article 24A Evaluation of Certified Employees (Illinois
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Administrative Code, Ch. I, Sec. 50, 1986). This was the first act of legislation in the State of
Illinois related to teacher evaluation.
Public Act 84-126 included much of what we practice today in teacher evaluation. This
Act required formal observations of each teacher on two separate days, and required summative
evaluation reports filed every two years for tenured staff, and each year for non-tenured staff.
The statute itemized the areas to be considered: attendance, planning, instructional methods,
classroom management, and knowledge of subject matter. The statute also called for a four rating
system which included Superior, Excellent, Satisfactory, and Unsatisfactory. Furthermore, the
statute included the full power of the school district to dismiss teachers, regardless of tenure
status, if the teacher was rated unsatisfactory (Illinois Administrative Code, Ch. I, Sec. 50, 1986).
As a result, public education in Illinois moved toward bureaucratic control over teacher
evaluation, the type we would later see in the 21st century.
As the State of Illinois responded, the national government continued its pursuit of
excellence in education. Presidents George Bush, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush moved
forward with the agenda during the late 1980s through the early 2000s. In 1989, President
George Bush convened a summit of corporate leaders and the nation’s governors creating for the
first time national goals for public education (Ginsburg, 2014). These presidential agendas
eventually led to Goals 2000 and No Child Left Behind (NCLB). Signed into law in March of
1996, Goals 2000 progressed toward the education reform proposed by A Nation at Risk
including goals related to continued improvement of teacher’s professional skills and preparation
for 21st century teaching (P.L. 103-227). Goals 2000 was also based on the premise of outcomebased education. The developers valued student achievement creating a product based agenda for
reform. This, of course, led to the development of NCLB (Ginsberg, 2014). Under NCLB,
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teachers were required to be Highly Qualified in the areas for which they were charged to teach
and school districts including individual schools were held accountable for Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) – a student attainment standard for students in all demographic subgroups
(ISBE, 2015). Consequences such as restructuring a failing school’s program or removing a
failing school’s principal were enforced across the nation for not making AYP. This was one step
away from the transition to individual teacher performance and student growth – the era of
PERA (ISBE, 2015).
The Brookings Institute initiated a study related to identifying effective teachers on the
job. Supported by Bill and Melinda Gates, the Institute continued the work of Frederick Taylor,
Horrace Mann, and others from the previous centuries to assert the same notion, “Without the
right people standing in front of the classroom, school reform is a futile exercise” (Gordon,
Kane, & Staiger, 2006). Their analysis of the current research on effective teaching reveals
evidence that teacher preparation has very little to do with teacher effectiveness. It is only when
the teacher experiences the classroom on the job when the evaluator will know for sure that the
teacher performs with high impact. Gordon and colleagues purport that the only way to counter
the statistical fact that less teachers are entering the field is by removing the barriers. Most
importantly, they recommend teacher evaluation using various measures of teacher performance
on the job. Through the Gordon and colleagues study, they attempted to show that teachers in the
top quartile of performance were also linked with students of top performance. In other words, it
was the top teacher making the difference in the classroom.
The results of the Gordon and colleagues (2006) study contradicted previous studies
supporting highly qualified regulations for teacher effectiveness thus leading to a different focus;
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it is more important to qualify teachers by their performance than any other course of study,
highly qualified status, or preparation they may have. Therefore, educational institutions must
focus on teacher evaluation as the most important tool in identifying, recruiting, and retaining
high impact teachers. This particular study was referenced by a more recent study entitled The
Widget Effect (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009). Weisberg and colleagues served
as one of two major works of influence leading to PERA. The second major work of influence
was The MET Project from 2009-2011.
The phenomenon that describes the tendency of school leaders to assume classroom
effectiveness is the same from to teacher to teacher is termed the Widget Effect (Weisberg et al.,
2009). As noted by Weisberg et al., most teachers were rated as either good or great. Within the
study, more than 99 percent of teacher participants received an excellent rating. Districts using a
broader range of rating excellence, providing inadequate professional development to teachers,
applying little attention to new teachers, and allowing for poor performance remained
unaccountable for years. Weisberg and colleagues, along with The Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation (2010) provided evidence to promote stricter guidelines for teacher evaluation.
In reversing the Widget Effect, Weisberg and colleagues (2009) imposed several
recommendations including the adoption of a comprehensive evaluation system, training of
administrators and evaluators, integrating factors such as professional development and
compensation - all of which are implemented within Illinois’ PERA. Included was an emphasis
on professional practice based on frameworks such as the Danielson and Marzano models, and a
local growth model formatively monitoring student results. In the history of educational policy,
Weisberg and colleagues established the need for regulatory policy in the areas of teacher
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evaluation and supervision. As a result, public school districts in Illinois must fully implement
the regulations of PERA by September 1, 2016 (ISBE, 2015).

The Unintended Consequences of Teacher Evaluation

The stakes are getting higher; however, it is critical to know whether or not the pressure
associated with high stakes teacher evaluation produces the intended outcome of improved
student achievement. Lavigne (2014) challenges the assumption that high stakes teacher
evaluation will produce improved student achievement. Lavigne provides the history of high
stakes testing, the ways in which states are using it, the assessment results in terms of meeting
desired outcomes, and the results of the unintended consequences on teachers, schools, and
students.
During the early years of public education, high school budgets were determined by the
number of students passing exams, and the 1900s brought about the scientific measurement of
outcomes. In order to maintain funding, schools needed to provide results. In A Nation at Risk, it
was stated that salary, promotion, tenure, and retention decisions should be tied to an effective
evaluation system so that the best teachers can be rewarded, average ones encouraged, and poor
ones either improved or dismissed (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).
Aside from the United States government, the business community also had its impact on teacher
evaluation imposing human appraisal systems on public education (Lavigne, 2014). Often, these
appraisal systems would be scrutinized for discrimination among employees as employees were
arbitrarily dismissed. Lavigne revealed that improvement primarily resulted from turnover rather
than the dismissal of employees. Other concerns that penetrated public education from the
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business world included a narrowed curriculum, cheating, teaching to the test, and lower
standards for students – a reaction to the fear of losing one’s employment status. Despite these
concerns, many states are now aligning tenure policies with teacher evaluation.
In any teacher performance appraisal, however, it remains unclear as to how much
student achievement is needed to determine the level of teacher effectiveness. Limited evidence
also exists as to what percentage of the workforce needs to be dismissed to improve student
achievement. Lavigne (2014) indicates that removing ineffective teachers to produce student
results can only be related to the degree to which the evaluation process is effective and reliable.
Other research indicates that true reliability requires four different observers at four different
times (Kane & Stager, 2012). This poses a challenge in terms of the human resources available in
most districts. In addition, it is assumed that if an evaluator dismisses a teacher, the evaluator
will replace that teacher with a better one. Overtime, it has been established this is not always the
case. Teacher turnover can often have a negative impact rather than a positive one (Lavigne,
2014). The question is: Who replaces the teachers who leave? Lavigne contends that schools
vary significantly in attracting new employees of comparable or greater effectiveness.
The evolution of teacher evaluation and supervision leaves room for further research.
There is a gap in understanding the effect teacher evaluation has on teachers and whether or not
teacher evaluation improves teacher performance. The practices associated with teacher
evaluation such as assigning performance ratings, conferencing, collecting artifacts, and
providing both oral and written feedback are intended to effect positive change in the teacher.
However, what exactly effectuates that change? Does control of the change depend on the
application of the evaluation activity or does control of the change lie within the teacher? Does
teacher self-efficacy increase as a result of teacher evaluation?
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Purpose

The purpose of this study is three-fold. The first aim is to understand how teacher selfefficacy may impact the overall effectiveness of teacher evaluation and its intended outcome to
improve teacher performance. The second aim is to understand the sources of teacher selfefficacy and how the teacher evaluation process relates to them. The third aim is to provide
educational leaders with the sources of self-efficacy related to high levels of teacher self-efficacy
through the evaluation process. Note that although teachers may receive informal feedback
throughout the school year, this dissertation study focuses primarily on formal feedback provided
to teachers through their final evaluation ratings and summative written feedback.

Significance

This research will potentially lead to more effective leadership practices to improve
teacher effectiveness and student achievement. Moreover, by highlighting key sources of selfefficacy information, school districts may be able to refocus expenditures associated with
providing extensive professional development, instructional time, material and human resources
necessary to implement and to sustain the legal mandates linked with teacher evaluation. Leaders
may also be able to pin-point those practices which yield the greatest impact on teacher
performance; therefore, leading to a more effective teacher evaluation process resulting in better
instruction for students.
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Research Questions



Research Question One: How does teacher evaluation feedback affect teachers’ sense of
efficacy?



Research Question Two: How do teacher evaluation ratings affect (influence) teachers’
sense of efficacy?



Research Question Three: How does teachers’ self-efficacy relate to their workplace
motivation?

Theoretical Framework: Self-Efficacy Theory

“If people believe they have no power to produce results,
they will not attempt to make things happen.”
(Albert Bandura)
Research related to self and teacher efficacy began in the 1960s. Two researchers in
particular, Rotter (1966) and Bandura (1977, 1986b, 1997), investigated and discussed locus of
control theory and social cognitive theory. Although there seems to have been much debate
among scholars regarding the meaning and measure of teacher efficacy throughout those years,
"The critical question was: Does control of reinforcement lie within the teachers themselves or in
the environment" (Goddard et al., 2000)? Teacher beliefs and confidence are closely associated
with the extent teachers will commit, persist, cope with stress, and deal with failures along the
way. As teaching becomes more demanding, doing more with less, including less recognition for
doing a good job, it is logical to assume that a teacher's willingness to persevere through tough
times is critical. Goddard and colleagues review research highlighting the difference between
having confidence in one's ability to produce certain actions verses whether or not actions
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actually affect outcomes. Teachers seem to feel more efficacious under certain circumstances.
Organizational functioning seems to depend on the knowledge, vicarious learning, selfreflection, and self-regulation of individual members. For example, a school that works from the
testimony of new strategies proven effective in another school district with similar characteristics
will produce a greater sense of efficacy. It is through the experience of individuals that others
will act (Bandura, 1997).
Bandura (1986b, 1997) provided the discussion of four sources of self-efficacy
information: mastery experience, vicarious experience, social persuasion, and emotional arousal.
These sources of information will guide this study moving forward. Mastery experience is the
extent to which an organization builds on previous successes. Vicarious experience works from
the experience of their colleagues, hence instructional coaching or team experiences. Even the
idea of observing other organizations can build a sense of collective efficacy. Social persuasion
can occur with professional development, professional dialogue, and especially with consistent
and frequent feedback. Affective states or emotional arousal is determined by the collective
attitude to persist in the face of challenge or struggle. Depending on the levels teachers
experience these paths to self-efficacy, unhealthy organizations give up quickly while others
keep moving forward. The collective attitude has a significant impact on collective teacher
efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000). This study will examine the relationship between teacher
evaluation and teacher self-efficacy.
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Looking Ahead

As educational leaders in Illinois, how do we work with the processes of teacher
evaluation politics to ensure public education survives and its students thrive? This study will
attempt to find the leadership practices and behaviors within teacher evaluation that are most
valuable in promoting excellence in education and student achievement. Chapter II will focus on
the critical value of building teacher self-efficacy through teacher evaluation, and will explore
the best practices linked to promoting a greater sense of self-efficacy in teachers.

CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

Theoretical Orientation: Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy, as defined by Bandura (1997), is a person’s belief that one is capable of
achieving a particular task successfully. It is similar to a kind of self-confidence in believing one
has what it takes to succeed. Despite the perception of the task, viewed as either easy or
strenuous, a person’s level of motivation, affective state, or action is more determined by what is
believed regarding one’s capabilities rather than what is objectively true. This is also known as
perceived self-efficacy. Perceived self-efficacy is defined by Bandura as “. . . beliefs in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the course of action required to produce given attainments”
(1997. p. 3). People’s beliefs about their own capabilities encompass diverse effects. It will
influence a person’s action, determine how long one will persist in a given activity amidst
various obstacles, determine the level of resiliency, the level of stress or depression experienced
along the way, and the level of accomplishment ultimately realized in the end. For example, a
teacher may believe she can use a new computer grading program on her own. Another teacher
may have strong doubts about his ability to use technology to assign student grades without
training. Perceived self-efficacy powerfully affects learning, motivation, and performance
because people only try to learn and perform those tasks they believe will allow them to perform
successfully (Lunenburg, 2011). A task is rarely undertaken when one expects to fail.
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Distinguishing Characteristics of Self-Efficacy

Bandura (1986a, 1997) distinguishes efficacy by level, generality, and strength. The
perception of task level may limit an individual’s choice of action by determining whether or not
the task in simple, moderate, or difficult. This choice of engagement is similar to the start of any
video game when one is asked to play as novice, adept, or expert. Each of these levels may pose
varying degrees of potential success for its agent. Perceived self-efficacy evolves from the
judgement of performance requirements found in different contexts or situations (Bandura,
1997). Some may refuse to act depending on the level of task difficulty.
Efficacy beliefs also differ in reference to the range of activities perceived by the agent.
Bandura (1997) distinguishes this characteristic as generality. If one is efficacious across a wide
range of activities requiring similar capabilities, one may persist from one activity to the next
with confidence and motivation. Or, some may feel more efficacious in certain domains in
certain contexts. Social situations serve as an example. Some may feel socially capable only in
small group contexts, possessing the confidence to interact and to reach levels of social intimacy
with just a few people. Others, however, may feel more efficacious in large group circumstances
where there are many with whom to interact for short intervals and for short periods of time. This
characteristic of self-efficacy primarily functions in the context of how people typically structure
their lives.
Furthermore, efficacy beliefs vary in terms of strength (Bandura, 1997). Those with
strong efficacy beliefs will carry on in the face of obstacles, impediments, or challenges. Those
with weak efficacy will easily give up and attribute failure to one’s lack of ability to successfully
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perform. Those with strong self-efficacy will persevere through to accomplishment. The
evidence reveals strong self-efficacy increases the likelihood of achievement.

Sources of Self-Efficacy

It is important to understand the origin of self-efficacy considering its powerful impact on
a person. Bandura (1997) depicts four sources of self-efficacy: Mastery Experiences, Vicarious
Experiences, Verbal Persuasion, and Emotional Arousals. One or more of these sources may
work together to influence a person’s perceived self-efficacy.
Mastery Experiences, also known as performance accomplishments, provide the greatest
potential in building self-efficacy since they directly involve the individual who experiences the
success of each event (Bandura, 1997). The accumulation of multiple successes provides the
proof that one has what it takes. The converse is also true. Multiple failures will decrease the
level of self-efficacy and serve to undermine the same sense of confidence. However, Bandura
contends one’s confidence may be shaken if each experience is regarded as easy. As soon as one
fails to accomplish the same task with a higher degree of difficulty, the strength of one’s selfefficacy will decrease. Multiple performance accomplishments with varying levels of difficulty
construct the highest degree of self-efficacy.
Vicarious experience serves to build self-efficacy as well as mastery experiences. A
person does not have to rely on the mental construction of past experiences to achieve personal
goals (Bandura, 1997). Modeling performance attainments works as an effective tool in building
a strong sense of self-efficacy. Often, the accomplishments of others, especially those with
similar backgrounds, abilities, and experiences, build one’s confidence in potentially
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experiencing the same success. Therefore, people are likely to appraise their own capabilities in
light of what others have achieved. For example, if a teacher observes another teacher with
similar credentials in the same school producing results, the teacher will feel a greater sense of
confidence. People compare themselves to the others feeling either a sense of superiority in some
instances while feeling inferior in others. Self-efficacy may be encouraged or diminished
depending on the various factors associated in a variety of situations with a variety of
competitors. Vicarious experiences are generally weaker than direct mastery experiences, but
people often turn to proficient models for knowledge, skills, and strategies to achieve results.
As a further means of building self-efficacy, verbal persuasion also works. Limitations
exist in each source of efficacy knowledge, but verbal persuasion may bolster the confidence of
others if the goal attainment is reasonable. People exert more effort and commitment to a
particular task when others convince them verbally they possess the ability to perform and
achieve (Bandura, 1997.) If unrealistic beliefs abound from verbal persuasion, however, and the
result is failure, this will only invite subsequent failures and will discredit the persuader.
Performance or evaluative feedback serves as another form of verbal persuasion. If from time to
time a supervisor or evaluator provides positive feedback offering reinforcement of effective
behaviors, the supervisor will influence the self-efficacy appraisal of the performer. It is very
possible for verbal persuasion to evolve into manipulative “hype.” This will only discredit the
persuader and create increasing failure for the worker. Therefore, flattery may adversely affect
the goal of building high levels of self-efficacy. The optimal strategy for building self-efficacy is
when verbal persuasion is just moderately beyond the performer’s ability to achieve.
Finally, Bandura (1997) argues that emotional arousal or physiological and affective
states play a role in self-efficacy appraisal. A person who expects to fail experiences certain
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physiological symptoms: heart pounding, sweaty palms, dry mouth, headaches, and so forth. The
performer will interpret these experiences either in themselves or in others as signs of
incapability, weakness, or evidence of failure. When emotional arousal occurs, the performer
becomes increasingly convinced task accomplishment is futile. Mastery Experiences, Vicarious
Experiences, and Verbal Persuasion serve a treatment for these symptoms. Mood is another
contributing factor in appraising one’s self-efficacy. With very little prompting or evidence to
contradict, affective states of mind such as a person’s mood will taint one’s perspective on selfefficacy. Understanding when and why these physical or affective states occur assist in
minimizing the temptation to assume low self-efficacy thus averting one’s emotional distortion
of truth.
Although Bandura (1997) posits that a combination of modalities (sources of efficacy
information) influence self-efficacy, a small number of qualitative studies related to these
modalities indicate that one or two are more dominant than the others depending on the context.
Evidence from Bandura’s work, however, indicates that mastery experience is the most
influential source of efficacy information. To the contrary, Zeldin and Pajares (2000) concluded
that high self-efficacy in women who were successful in careers related to mathematics, science,
and technology was significantly influenced by vicarious experiences and social persuasions at
an early age. The purpose of Zeldin’s and Pajares’ study was to determine the role self-efficacy
information played in moving women to careers related to Science, Technology, Engineering,
and Math (STEM). They specifically explored the personal stories of women in STEM careers.
Prior to this study, it was understood that mastery experience was the strongest source of selfefficacy development. Zeldin and Pajares therefore selected case study methodology as the
method to ground their theory. Fifteen women serving in careers related to STEM were
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interviewed. An open-ended protocol was used which led to coding and categorizing to indicate
themes leading to a final conclusion. Questions covered different time dimensions in addition to
other questions related to context and experience. Two themes then emerged from their data.
Vicarious experiences and verbal persuasions were instrumental in developing self-efficacy in
these women. The positive experiences specifically of family members played a significant role
influencing these women to enter career paths historically most traveled by men. This was very
different than what was expected based on works completed by Bandura. To those wishing to
encourage women to pursue a career in the male dominated world of STEM, Zeldin and Pajares
explain that positive relational influences in females are a concern.
In a study with eighth grade students who were transitioning into high school, Usher
(2009) uses a qualitative method to determine the rules or heuristics used by students to
formulate their sense of efficacy in mathematics. In addition, Usher sought to understand how
these students self-regulate their behavior by setting high standards for themselves to pursue
higher achievement in mathematics. Interviews were conducted with eight public middle school
students. The students were a mix of demographic representations. Both the students’ teachers
and parents were interviewed. In the final analysis, interviews were transcribed and coded. The
results of Usher’s study indicated that strong academic performance (mastery experience)
supports high self-efficacy. Again, this study is consistent with Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive
theory that mastery experience is powerful in developing high self-efficacy. According to Usher
(2009), this knowledge may prove useful to teachers in providing a series of mastery experiences
to build the self-efficacy of their students. In terms of self-regulation, students with high selfefficacy develop high standards for themselves to further their achievement in mathematics.
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In another study examining the perceptions of mathematics teaching effectiveness among
preservice teachers with high and low levels of mathematics teacher efficacy, Swars (2005)
interviewed four elementary preservice teachers at a midsized university in the United States.
The teachers received explicit instruction on a variety of teaching strategies with content areas
studies in mathematics. Teachers completed the Mathematics Teaching Efficacy Beliefs
Instrument (MTEBI) to determine the degree of self-efficacy among the preservice teachers.
Grounded theory was used as the methodology to form conclusions in the discussion. As a result,
three themes emerged from the data collected: past experiences with mathematics, adult
influences upon perceptions, and mathematics instructional strategies. Swars concluded that past
experiences among preservice teachers were associated with self-efficacy. The teachers with
high self-efficacy in mathematics had positive experiences with mathematics in school, and
teachers with low self-efficacy in mathematics had negative experiences with mathematics in
school. Once again, this is consistent with Bandura’s (1997) conclusion that mastery experience
and verbal persuasion play a significant role in developing self-efficacy. However, there were
some teachers who had negative experiences in school who possessed high self-efficacy in
teaching mathematics as these experiences helped them to understand their students who struggle
(Swars, 2005). These negative experiences served to influence self-efficacy from that
perspective. Related to instructional strategies, the preservice teachers, regardless of possessing
either high or low self-efficacy, believed that instructional strategies leading to relevant
experiences in mathematics would motivate students to learn mathematics. The Swars study also
provided evidence that participation in methods courses in mathematics developed a higher
degree of self-efficacy in preservice teachers. Much like these previous studies, the current study
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will serve to determine the self-efficacy sources of information most powerful in the evaluation
process.

Teacher Perceived Efficacy

Research indicates teachers’ perceived instructional efficacy is a contributing factor in
determining how teachers will ultimately perform, structure their classrooms, develop activities,
and impact their students (Bandura, 1997; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Teachers with high degrees
of perceived self-efficacy operate with the belief they will make a difference despite obstacles
related to demographics, poverty, parental involvement, disabilities, and other negating factors.
Additionally, teachers with a high sense of instructional efficacy devote more classroom time
creating an environment conducive to learning, preparing more engaging lesson plans and units
of study, providing students with extra help and time needed to ensure understanding, and
praising their students for their accomplishments (Bandura, 1997). By contrast, teachers with low
self-efficacy spend more time developing non-academic lesson plans, quickly give up, criticize
students for failing, blame others, and attribute personal failures to extenuating circumstances.
Using more reliable measurements, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) conducted specific
research providing evidence that teacher self-efficacy plays a significant role in moving students
toward achievement. During the span of a teacher’s career, teachers develop outcome
expectations and self-efficacy beliefs that impact the workings of the classroom and their
willingness to commit to student success (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Self-efficacy beliefs become
self-fulfilled prophesy over time. Therefore, Finnegan (2013) postulates leaders should pay
careful attention to Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy information to build the self-efficacy
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of teachers. Strong teacher self-efficacy improves teacher effectiveness and student achievement
(Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

Measuring Self-Efficacy

Although the importance of self-efficacy has been identified, researchers have struggled
to find the best way to measure it. Gibson and Dembo (1984) initiated a study to determine a
viable and credible way to measure self-efficacy. Gibson and Dembo investigated the
dimensions related to Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy, what the internal consistency of the
teacher efficacy measure is, if the evidence of teacher efficacy gathered from different sources
converges, if teacher efficacy can be differentiated from other constructs, and if high and low
efficacy teachers exhibit different behaviors.
Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed a 30-item Likert scale to measure efficacy beliefs
in teachers. Gibson and Dembo then analyzed responses from 208 elementary teachers which
indicated that two factors emerged: general teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy.
General teaching efficacy refers to the teacher’s belief that he or she will produce and/or control
the desired results – that he or she will realize expected outcomes. Personal teaching efficacy
refers to the teacher’s belief that he or she possesses the ability to execute behaviors leading to
desired outcomes. General teaching efficacy relates to external control and personal teaching
efficacy relates to internal control. Gibson and Dembo predicted that teachers who score high on
both general and personal teaching efficacy would be more effective in influencing student
learning than teachers with lower scores.

22

In summary, Gibson and Dembo (1984) examined differences between teachers
possessing high instructional self-efficacy with those possessing low instructional efficacy and
those with high and low personal efficacy. Findings revealed consistency of measures and
convergence of constructs with similar teacher behaviors. Teachers possessing high instructional
and personal efficacy are more apt to devote classroom time to academic learning, provide
assistance to those experiencing learning difficulties, and praise students for their
accomplishments. Teachers with low instructional and personal efficacy are more apt to spend
time on non-academic activities, give up on students when they do not achieve desired outcomes,
and criticize students for their failures.
Several years later, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) developed a scale known as the
Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale, which includes items to assess a teachers’ capability
concerning instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom management. TschannenMoran and Hoy believed the Teacher Efficacy Scale developed by Gibson and Dembo (1984)
does not assess the true construct of teacher efficacy. Therefore, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy
created a scale measuring teacher efficacy entailing more dimensions in order to accurately and
credibly measure and capture the construct of teacher efficacy.
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) point out the disagreement among researchers over
the conceptualization of teacher self-efficacy contributing to a lack of clarity in measuring it.
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy raise the question of whether or not and to what extent efficacy
beliefs are transferrable across contexts and to what extent levels of specificity are appropriate.
Their purpose was to explore possibilities for a new measure by reviewing multiple assessments
used in previous research and by testing their own assessment scale which entailed more
specificity.
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In the final analysis, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) considered a new measure named
the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) used to measure teacher self-efficacy for both
preservice and in-service teachers. This measure was examined in three separate studies. The
original 52 items of the OSTES measurement was reduced to 32 items in the first study and then
reduced more significantly and modified again in the other two studies. The resulting instrument
considered most credible by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy was an instrument with two forms, a
long form with 24 items and a short form with 12 items. The factor structure, reliability, and
validity of the new measure were then examined, as well as the appropriateness for both
preservice and in-service teachers. The results indicated that that OSTES could be considered
reasonably valid and reliable and superior to previous measures of teacher efficacy.

Collective Teacher Efficacy

Teachers work alone and work collectively in a social system. Efficacious schools
commit to high standards and spend time actively teaching, planning and working toward greater
student achievement. In addition, efficacious schools use data to drive decisions and work
toward collective goals to improve instruction (Bandura, 1997). Another characteristic of
efficacious schools is heavy parent and community involvement. School faculty, administration,
and parents work collectively to build positive and conducive environments for learning and are
partners in the learning process. Parents supplement their children’s education at home by
incorporating home lessons reinforcing concepts taught at school. It is also known that high
degrees of teacher self-efficacy enhance parent involvement. These two factors work together to
build the overall collective efficacy of a school.
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Bandura (1997) and Gibson and Dembo (1984) report that efficacious schools spend
more time on instruction and dedicate more time assisting students and ensuring learning. To the
contrary, schools with low collective efficacy judge themselves as powerless to get their students
to achieve performance objectives and convey a sense of collective futility in trying (Bandura,
1997). It is also reported that strong leadership contributes to a climate of high efficacy. The
principal sends the message that the faculty, in partnership with administration and parents, can
make a positive difference in student achievement. Bandura argues that schools with superior
attainments in spite of demographic and socio-economic challenges are those schools with high
collective school efficacy. Therefore, collective teacher efficacy is the belief that the work of the
faculty can influence student academic success and make a difference in student outcomes.

Teacher Evaluation

Current History and Best Practices

Weisberg et al. (2009) examined teacher evaluation in response to concerns about the
“longstanding failure” to recognize and acknowledge good teachers from bad teachers. This
“failure” is termed the Widget Effect. The Widget Effect describes the tendency of school
leaders and their school districts to assume classroom effectiveness is the same from to teacher to
teacher. The failure of teacher evaluation led to The Widget Effect report provided by Weisberg
and colleagues. As a result of the recommendations of The Widget Effect report, current
evaluation practices across the Country were significantly altered.
Weisberg and colleagues (2009), define teacher evaluation as the process of identifying
and measuring effective teaching. Through extensive research spanning 12 districts and four
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states, Weisberg and colleagues reported survey responses regarding teacher evaluation from
approximately 15,000 teachers and 1,300 administrators. In addition, The Widget Effect report
included the insight from more than 80 local and state education officials, teacher union leaders,
policymakers and educational advocates.
Through the research, Weisberg and colleagues (2009) revealed the characteristics of the
Widget Effect in teacher evaluation. In districts where there were only two ratings used to
measure performance, “satisfactory” or “unsatisfactory,” 99 percent of teachers were rated as
satisfactory. In districts that used a broader range, 94 percent of teachers were rated in the top
two categories. In summary, most teachers were rated as either good or great.
Teacher evaluation systems across these states did not recognize excellence. Sixty-three
percent of administrators and 59 percent of teachers acknowledged that they were not doing
enough to recognize, identify, promote or retain the most effective teachers (Weisberg et al.,
2009). The failure to identify levels of competence continued to promulgate the lack of
professional development provided to teachers. Seventy-three percent of teachers surveyed said
their most recent evaluation did not identify areas in need of development, and only 45 percent
said they received some professional development applied to specific areas of deficiency.
In supporting new teachers, novices to the profession received little attention through the
evaluation process. Although they were new, 66 percent of novices were rated better than
satisfactory (Weisberg et al., 2009). Low expectations for novice teachers transitioning from
non-tenured status to tenured status were prevalent. Forty-one percent of administrators reported
never having “non-renewed” a probationary teacher for performance concerns. Administrators
and teachers, however, acknowledged poor teaching in their schools. Eighty-one percent of
administrators and 57 percent of teachers said there is a tenure teacher in their school who is
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performing poorly, and 43 percent said there is a tenured teacher who should be dismissed. Poor
performance was not addressed.
In response to this failure, Weisberg and colleagues (2009) offered four
recommendations. These recommendations implored school districts to adopt a performance
evaluation system that fairly, accurately and credibly differentiates teacher effectiveness; trains
administrators and other evaluators in the teacher performance evaluation system and holds them
accountable; integrates the performance evaluation system with critical policies and functions;
and adopts dismissal policies that provide lower-stakes options for ineffective teachers to exit the
district and a system of due process.
Expanding on these recommendations for improved teacher evaluation, Weisberg and
colleagues (2009) recommend best practices for leaders incorporating several characteristics.
These characteristics implore leaders to implement clear and straightforward performance
standards focused on student achievement outcomes. Multiple rating options are also
recommended to provide administrators with precise language to compare differences in
performance. In addition, Weisberg and colleagues suggest regular monitoring and norming of
evaluator judgements with the aid of peer evaluations, third party reviews, and/or teacher
surveys, frequent and regular evaluator feedback to teachers, differentiated professional
development linked to performance standards and intensive support for those who fall below
standards. An axillary purpose to this study is to determine which practices yield the highest
degrees of teacher self-efficacy through the teacher evaluation process.
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Evaluating Evaluations

Prior to The Widget Effect, Rothman and Toch (2008) completed a report on the
evaluation of Teacher Evaluation in Public Education. Citing the moral imperative set by A
Nation at Risk that teacher salaries need be competitive and performance based, Rothman and
Toch report the current state of teacher evaluation in 2008. Stating the problem, Rothman and
Toch postulate public education is still in need of a credible evaluation system for teacher
performance. They continue to outline the host of reasons why this is the case, some of which
being a lack of accountability, staffing practices, union involvement, and a lack of seriousness
for teacher evaluation in general; all of which resulting in the superficial and capricious
supervision of instruction. Altogether, Rothman’s and Toch’s report explored the causes and
consequences of the state of teacher evaluation in 2008. Rothman and Toch also examined a
number of national, state, and local evaluation systems serving as a potential solution to avert the
problem.
Rothman and Toch (2008) address a number of factors contributing to the lack of
seriousness for teacher evaluation in public education. First, an over emphasis on teacher
credentials and qualifications resulting from the era of NCLB created a culture of credentialism.
Paying teachers according to the amount of college credits earned in addition to years of
experience devalues what teachers do according to Rothman and Toch. Rothman and Toch
continue to point out teachers are required to be evaluated only once a year and some only every
three years. Most alarming to Rothman and Toch was the continuing teacher evaluation practice
of evaluators basing evaluation ratings and results on a single, fleeting classroom visit by one
evaluator. Rothman and Toch contend this will continue to deemphasize the importance of
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teacher evaluation for years to come. Rothman and Toch refer to single visits as “drive-bys.”
Pressing their point further, Rothman and Toch highlight studies concluding the relationship
between the average principal ratings of teacher performance and the achievement of their
students to be “near zero.” Another study Rothman and Toch cited from the Chicago school
system found that 87 percent of schools did not issue a single rating of “unsatisfactory.”
Additionally, they report most evaluators frequently do not discuss evaluation results with their
teachers.
Test scores also contribute to the devaluation of teacher evaluation (Rothman & Toch,
2008). On the surface, it would appear test scores would be the most objective and meaningful
way to evaluate teachers. Rothman and Toch reveal the weaknesses in using test scores as a
solution to the problem of meaning. One weakness in using test scores is that the only way to
gauge student learning on a large scale is through standardize testing. In 2008, state tests focused
on low-level skills of recall and restatement of information. According to Rothman and Toch,
low-level testing may weed out the bad teachers, but may be ineffective in recognizing good
teachers who teach beyond recall and restatement of facts. Teachers are also dealt different hands
in terms of student demographics. Some teachers may have students from affluent backgrounds
while others may have students from low socio-economic backgrounds. Teachers may do a lousy
job teaching rich kids, but the rich kids may score well despite the competency and skill of the
teacher. While on the other hand, teachers who demonstrate instructional competence may have
poor students who continually perform below standards. As a result, Rothman and Toch report
the opposition of unions as test scores continually pose weaknesses in providing meaningful
feedback to teachers regarding performance. Rothman and Toch predicted that “value added”
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measures of student data could prove to be a future solution to meaningful feedback to teachers.
This prediction will be examined later in this chapter.
Furthermore, Rothman and Toch (2008) present a new model serving teacher evaluation.
The Charlotte Danielson model served as an example of a comprehensive evaluation system that
could potentially provide meaning. The important factor highlighted in the Danielson model is
the emphasis on training the evaluator to judge the strengths and weaknesses of teachers.
Currently, PERA highlights the use of the Charlotte Danielson model, Enhancing Professional
Practice: A Framework for Teaching (2010). Charlotte Danielson’s work also includes a set of
scoring rubrics for evaluators in four domains: planning and preparation, classroom environment,
instruction, and professional responsibilities (Rothman & Toch, 2008). The rubrics include four
rating categories: “unsatisfactory,” “basic,” “proficient,” and “distinguished.”
Rothman and Toch (2008) continue to exhibit the qualities of a comprehensive evaluation
system supporting a potential solution to the problem of value and meaning. Multiple measures
are used in more comprehensive systems. Instead of using a single observation (the “drive-by”),
a more comprehensive system may use portfolios as another form of evaluator feedback.
Portfolios may include lesson plans, instructional materials, and student work. Teamwork,
according to Rothman and Toch may serve as an improved alternative to the “drive-by”
observation from one evaluator. To counter the subjective nature of traditional evaluations,
Rothman and Toch report that having multiple evaluations by multiple evaluators is the best way
to provide meaning to the process. In addition to having multiple evaluators, increased meaning
may occur if the evaluators encompass similar training and subject area backgrounds as the
teachers being evaluated. In some cases, teachers who serve as a peer review team may also
serve in the teamwork model of teacher evaluation. However, the comprehensive model may be
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costly according to Rothman and Toch. Based on the spending of comprehensive systems in
various states, it could cost up to $3 billion a year nationally to implement such a system.
Lastly, Rothman and Toch (2008) note that education experts will find it challenging to
make such an investment as there is little research linking teacher ratings under comprehensive
systems to test scores. However, Rothman and Toch believe that comprehensive evaluations
which include multiple evaluators observing multiple times with quality feedback will still prove
valuable and provide more meaning to teachers in the future. This could make teaching more
attractive to the bright and talented entering the field and to retain their commitment to the
profession hence forward.
From the perspective of higher education, Cintron and Flaniken (2011) studied
performance evaluation as well. After completing a study of 108 colleges and universities,
dissatisfaction, a lack of accountability, and a lack of training provided to supervisors was found
with the appraisal process in higher education. Cintron and Flaniken reviewed the intention of
performance evaluation to reconcile the needs of the individual with the needs of the
organization. Through their literature review, they discuss various methods for evaluation.
Cintron and Flaniken examine two categories within the methods – subjective and objective.
Objective measures are noted with particular problems. For example, absentee measures do not
always apply or are different based on sick leave policies. Grievances are not always obtainable,
and the rate of promotion is dependent on quotas established by the organization. Other objective
measures such as setting goals, targets, and objectives pose additional problems. It is typical for a
manager to renegotiate targets and objectives to ensure the employee meets them. In addition, the
amount of paperwork associated with objective measures creates a cumbersome process.
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Cintron and Flaniken (2011) also explain the four classifications used in higher
education: comparative methods, absolute standards, management by objectives, and direct
indexes. Comparative methods rank order, move, and classify employees based on certain
criteria. Absolute standards entail requirements, checklists, forced choice statement lists, and
rating scales. Cintron and Flaniken point out several issues with each. It is assumed when an
employer uses ratings, that the rater is objective. The appraiser’s memory, however, could be
fallible. Central tendency bias is another issue. This is when an appraiser avoids either favorable
or unfavorable ratings by giving mostly average ratings. In some cases, recent bias may occur
when the most recent success overshadows poor performance over the course of the entire year.
These issues are associated with all four classifications.
Continuing their review, Cintron and Flaniken (2011) offer guidelines for successful
performance appraisal. They outline three critical components: systems design, managerial
practice, and appraisal system support. Systems design provides a clear purpose for the
performance appraisal. It is critical for the employee to understand the “why” behind the system
of evaluation and the link to organizational goals and objectives. It is also helpful to build
ownership of the process by providing employees a voice in the appraisal itself. If the process is
fair, they are more likely to acknowledge their performance ratings.
Managerial practice is also critical to the process. Managers must write clear job
descriptions, review them with employees, set goals, and communicate expectations and
specifically what will be monitored (Cintron & Flaniken, 2011). Formative feedback is critical in
the managerial practice as it provides an opportunity to fix problems along the way.
The final component relates to organizational support. Ratings must be linked to rewards.
Rewards increase employee motivation (Cintron & Flaniken, 2011). The absence of rewards,
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according to Cintron and Flaniken, will lead to minimal performance effort. However, they did
not provide a clear definition for “reward.” Cintron and Flaniken continue to add the
performance appraisal system must be supported by top administration in order to be successful.
Altogether, these components highlighted by Cintron and Flaniken serve to encourage effective
appraisal systems.
Lastly, Cintron and Flaniken (2011) highlight the challenges associated with
performance appraisal considering the best of supports and practices. The first issue is the
staggering amount of time it takes to complete the process both on the part of the employee and
then on the part of the appraiser. Personal values and bias are often integrated into the process
and can replace organizational standards. Clear and concise communication serves as a
stumbling block to ensure adequate understanding of the process altogether, and the process is
often invalidated as a result of managers refusing to assign a negative rating as negative feedback
can affect morale and motivation. In addition, raters are not always properly trained and lack
upper level management accountability allowing for an illegitimate process.
The result of the Cintron and Flaniken (2011) study revealed that for statements
pertaining to too much time spent on the part of the appraiser, 70.7% disagreed or strongly
disagreed it was a concern. For the statement pertaining to appraisals interfering with the
coaching relationship between supervisor and staff, 77.3% disagreed or strongly disagreed. Four
statements associated with ratings varying from supervisor to supervisor, interfering personal
values and bias replacing organization standards, and ratings affected by the supervisor avoiding
negative ratings were over 50% agreeing or strongly agreeing.
From another perspective, Cintron and Flaniken (2011) report 93% of respondents agreed
or strongly agreed that the use of performance appraisal was supported by top management.
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However, 53% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that there was not appropriate training
provided to supervisors. In the Cintron and Flaniken conclusion, they noted there was a
contradiction among respondents as other responses indicated that there was a lack of support
from top management. It was also noted that 53% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed
sufficient training was not provided to supervisors. Cintron and Flaniken also report strong
support for statements that standards and ratings vary widely and sometimes unfairly from
supervisor to supervisor – another argument supporting the need for support from upper
management.

Charlotte Danielson Model: A Framework for Teaching

By law, Illinois school districts had two options for adopting a teacher evaluation system
(PERA, 2010). A school district can create its own system that meets the minimum standards
mandated by the state or it can use a state designed optional model for teacher evaluation. The
teacher evaluation must include an instructional framework based on research regarding
instructional practice. It must address teacher planning, instructional delivery, and classroom
management, and align to the Illinois Professional Teaching Standards (23 Ill. Adm. Code 24).
Charlotte Danielson’s A Framework for Teaching serves as an evaluation system that aligns to
the Illinois Professional Teaching Standards (Illinois State Board of Education Home Page).
In 1987, Charlotte Danielson worked for the Education Testing Service (ETS). During
that time, the ETS began a project to provide a framework for teacher licensure for states and
local agencies across the United States (Danielson, 1996). Danielson helped to build the ETS
Praxis series. The series was comprised of three parts: Praxis I, a computer assessment of basic
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skills; Praxis II, an assessment of subject area skills; and Praxis III, field experience assessment
based on a framework for teaching. Danielson helped to prepare and validate the criteria for
Praxis III.
While preparing and developing the Praxis III assessment to train teachers to assess
teacher candidates, Danielson found that the conversations centered on instruction were helpful
not only to teacher candidates but to experienced teachers as well. At this point in time,
Danielson considered the power in developing a framework for teaching to benefit all teaching
professionals. This consideration resulted in Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for
Teaching (Danielson, 1996).
Danielson’s framework is embedded in a tradition of research describing effective
practice for instruction. Contributors to the development of her framework included Madeline
Hunter’s work and research in process-product and cognitive science (Danielson, 2007). In
addition, both state and national frameworks for teaching practice informed the development of
her work on Praxis III and her framework for teaching. The National Board for Professional
Practice Standards (NBPTS), for example, made a significant contribution to teaching standards
in the United States and contributed to the development of A Framework for Teaching
(Danielson, 2007).
Much of Charlotte Danielson’s research, however, is grounded in theory. Constructivism
or constructivist theory support the main premise of Danielson’s framework (Danielson, 2007).
The tradition of cognitive psychology and the writings of Dewey, Vygotsky, and Piaget
contributed to the foundation Charlotte Danielson framework. Danielson describes why the
constructivist approach led to a new paradigm in teaching and instruction. Constructivist theory
postulates that human understanding is linked to a person’s mental construction of a concept.
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The experience of constructing the concept from prior knowledge elevates the level of
understanding for long term application. Regardless of a teacher’s intention to provide
explanation and examples for learning, a student’s experience and mental model developed from
previous learning influence the acquisition of new knowledge. Therefore, the student’s
experience becomes the focus within her framework. For example, best instructional practice in
teaching historical concepts from the Civil War would move beyond requiring students to write a
report and a particular battle. Rather, constructivist theory would influence the instructor to
assign the student to write a letter home from the perspective a Civil War soldier. The process of
writing the letter would require the student to synthesize information regarding various
experiences from the war including information from several battles, political viewpoints, and
the emotional impact on soldiers who experienced the War. The level of understanding is
magnified and embedded in long-term memory as a result of the mental processes necessary to
complete the assignment. Danielson bases her framework in this type of cognitive theory.
Danielson’s framework for teaching consists of four domains to ensure teachers include
the student experience into instructional practice (Danielson, 2007). The domains are: Planning
and Preparation, The Classroom Environment, Instruction, and Professional Responsibilities. For
a total of 22 components, each domain includes 5 or 6 components describing the tasks of
teaching.
Domain 1(Planning and Preparation) is described as the task of designing instruction for
students. This domain includes 6 components: Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and
Pedagogy, Demonstrating Knowledge of Students, Setting Instructional Outcomes,
Demonstrating knowledge of Resources, Designing Coherent Instruction, and Designing student
Assessments (Danielson, 2007). In this domain, the teacher must understand the content to be
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learned and have a solid purpose in lesson design. The teacher should understand the sequence of
instruction which includes what the student should know, understand, and be able to do at the
end of each unit of study. Materials, supplies, and resources should be organized in the
scaffolding of learning, and the teacher should have a solid understanding of which resources are
most appropriate as the teacher demonstrates knowledge of each child’s learning style, level of
understanding, and prior knowledge. Teachers should also demonstrate their capacity to draw
upon a reservoir of supplemental resources to assist them in their teaching. Altogether, lessons
should reveal a sense of coherence by combining outcomes, materials, activities, materials, and
methods through the course of study. Assessments should be used to monitor student progress
toward achieving instructional outcomes as well. Domain I is the blueprint for instruction.
Domain 2 (The Classroom Environment) is described as setting the stage for learning or
creating an atmosphere conducive for learning. Skillful teachers should be able to create a sense
of excitement or “buzz” around learning in the classroom. This domain includes 5 components:
Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport, Establishing a Culture for Learning, Managing
Classroom Procedures, Managing Student Behavior, and Organizing Physical Space. This
domain should reflect teacher skill in building a caring and respectful classroom environment
from teacher to student, student to teacher, and student to student. A sense of pride and
importance for learning should be observed among all classroom participants. Behaviors should
reveal the significance of the task and work of students – a culture of learning. The management
of time, resources, materials, supplies, and routines should maximize time on learning.
Classroom procedures should be smooth during transitions and the distribution of resources
should not interrupt the learning process. Student behavior should be managed to ensure students
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can work without disruption. Altogether, skillful teachers of Domain 2 build an environment
where students monitor one another as well as the teacher (Danielson, 2007).
Danielson (2007) considers Domain 3 the heart of the teaching process. She describes
this domain as depicting the actual engagement of students in the learning. Domain 3 includes 5
components: Communicating with Students, Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques,
Engaging Students in Learning, Using Assessment in Instruction, and Demonstrating Flexibility
and Responsiveness. Danielson contends each component in Domain 3 plays a significant role in
promoting learning. When teachers speak, not only should students hear them, they should be
understood. Communication from teacher to student and student to teacher should be clear. In
addition, communication from the teacher should be accurate. Directions and procedures must
not be confusing. As a powerful contribution to the learning process, effective questioning and
discussion techniques should also be used to further understanding of concepts. As students share
responsibility for their own learning, students develop their own questions and participate in
discussions with peers. In Domain 3 concepts must be explored with all classroom participants
including the teacher. Student ideas are integrated into discussions. Danielson also delineates
between students being “busy” and students being intellectually involved or having “minds on”
in the lesson. Students are involved in higher level thinking and tasks requiring application,
synthesis, and evaluation of concepts. Danielson promotes assessment and feedback in Domain 3
as the process of monitoring and adjusting learning along the way. Teachers are flexible and
responsive to the pacing and learning acquisition of their students taking advantage of “teachable
moments.” Engaging students in the learning is essential in Domain 3.
Domain 4 is related to tasks and behaviors associated with being a professional educator.
This domain includes 6 components: Reflecting on Teaching, Maintaining Accurate Records,

38

Communicating with Families, Participating in a Professional Community, Growing and
Developing Professionally, and Showing Professionalism (Danielson, 2007). The skills
embedded in Domain 4 relate to teacher interactions with colleagues, other professionals,
families, and the larger community. Like the previous domains, components are described
separately for understanding; however, teacher skills are integrated and overlapped in each of the
components. Domain 4 is grounded in the concept that all teaching can be improved; therefore,
the teacher must be reflective in practice. Record keeping is also an essential activity for the
professional educator. Assignments and assessments linked with deadlines must culminate into a
final assessment for students. The accuracy and organization of these records is critical to
reporting learning and student progress. Relationships with parents vary according to age, but it
is important in Domain 4 to ensure successful ongoing communication with parents as parents
monitor student progress at home. Successful Domain 4 teachers ensure parents have a general
understanding of the instructional program in order to help their students during the evening
hours. Domain 4 encourages parents as essential partners in the educational process. Working
with other colleagues in a professional community is also essential. As part of the reflection
process, teachers engage with other teachers to learn from one another as they visit classrooms,
share materials and ideas, and develop lesson and unit plans together. In addition, successful
Domain 4 teachers engage with the community at large. They are involved in professional
organizations that contribute to the school system and further the profession along. This
involvement will contribute to ongoing learning and professional development. Learning from
professional journals, for example, is a critical part in reflecting and learning from outside
organizations to improve classroom practice. The reflective and life-long practice of learning is
essential to the successful Domain 4 teacher.
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All four of Charlotte Danielson’s domains are rated separately based on Danielson’s
(2007) levels of performance. The levels of performance are Unsatisfactory, Basic, Proficient,
and Distinguished. An Unsatisfactory performance level indicates performance that is below the
licensing standard which indicates that teacher skills from the domains are mostly non-existent.
Basic performance indicates teacher understanding and an attempt to implement skills from the
domains, but the implementation is sporadic, intermittent, or not entirely successful. A Proficient
level of performance indicates mastery of the skills in each domain with room for further
improvement. Distinguished performance is essentially perfected to the degree the teacher is able
to mentor other colleagues and contribute to the expertise and knowledge of the field as a whole.
Danielson’s four levels of performance have been slightly renamed by states when choosing their
legal rating system. The Illinois State Board of Education (2010) lists the four ratings as
Unsatisfactory, Needs Improvement (Basic), Proficient, and Excellent (Distinguished). The
definitions remain the same as Danielson’s definitions in Danielson (2007). For the purpose of
this study, teachers will be interviewed and questioned based on both these domains and these
ratings.

Teacher Self-Efficacy and Teacher Evaluation

Factors That Impact Teacher Self-Efficacy

There is a strong emphasis on best instructional practices, teacher evaluation, and
measures enforcing accountability for student success, but there is little discussion related to the
level of confidence teachers must have in themselves to accomplish the mission of closing the
achievement gap and for their overall success in producing student achievement. Goddard and
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colleagues (2000) indicates that collective teacher efficacy is positively associated with
differences between schools in student-level achievement in both reading and math. Collective
teacher efficacy is the belief that the faculty as a whole can actually make a difference in student
outcomes. The purpose of Goddard’s and colleagues’ research was to extend what is known
regarding the concept of efficacy to the organizational level, to explore a better understanding of
the effects of collective teacher efficacy, to develop a reliable and valid measure of efficacy, and
to examine the effects of collective teacher efficacy on student achievement.
Goddard and colleagues (2000) considered two general questions to assess teacher
competence: (a) Individual orientation: "I am able to get through to the most difficult students."
(b) Group orientation: "Teachers in this school can get through to the most difficult students." A
16 item version of a scale developed by Gibson and Dembo (1984) was used to assess teacher
efficacy. The pilot study then included a sample of 70 teachers, one from each of the 70 schools
in five states. Half the schools had the reputation of having high faculty conflict and the other
half having low faculty conflict. Forty-six teachers from forty-six schools responded. Differences
between urban and non-urban schools were examined.
Results indicated vicarious learning leads to higher collective efficacy (Goddard et al.,
2000). In other words, the successes, mastery experiences, and beliefs of other teachers
influenced both individual and collective teacher efficacy. It was also noted that individual
teacher efficacy was associated with collective teacher efficacy. There was no relationship
between collective teacher efficacy and the pressures associated with the environment or
community. In the final analysis, teachers’ belief about the faculty’s capability influences the
ability of the faculty to produce greater student outcomes. It is also noted that collective teacher
efficacy was associated with higher parental involvement. Collective teacher efficacy has a
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greater impact than even social economic status. Altogether, Gordon and colleagues revealed that
teacher efficacy is a significant predictor of student achievement.
In a study by Woolfolk-Hoy and Burke-Spero (2005), the experiences of beginning
teachers were examined to best determine what contributes to success. The first years of teaching
can be the most critical in determining long-term success for the teachers and for ensuring the
retention of excellent teachers. Other research indicates that teacher self-efficacy is also strongly
correlated with student achievement (Goddard et al., 2000; Pajares, 1996; Ross, 1992, 1994,
1998; Tschannen- Moran et al., 1998). Woolfolk-Hoy and Burke-Spero (2005) indicated strong
teacher self-efficacy during student teaching, but a decline in teacher self-efficacy by the end of
the first year of full-time teaching. One of the goals of this study was to examine changes in selfefficacy during the first year of teaching. Perceptions of competence rather than actual level of
competence can undermine actual teaching performance during the first year and after. A lack of
self-efficacy in the teacher can often overrule the best of skills (Bandura, 1997). By contrast,
slightly overestimating one's ability has the most positive effect on performance (Hoy & Spero,
2005).
Woolfolk-Hoy and Burke-Spero (2005) examined how a sense of efficacy changes during
student teaching and the first year of teaching. Woolfolk-Hoy and Burke-Spero indicated that
teacher efficacy beliefs appear to affect the effort teachers invest in teaching. Teachers who
possess high levels of self-efficacy exhibit greater levels of planning, organization, and
enthusiasm (Allinder, 1994). Through Hoy’s & Spero’s study (2005), teachers with higher
efficacy tend to be more open to new ideas, more willing to experiment with new methods, and
are more committed to teaching in general. These teachers are also less critical of their students
when they make mistakes and will persevere longer with students who are struggling. A potent
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source of efficacy is the amount of feedback and support received in the first year by their peers
or even by mentors. A strong argument is made that further research may help educators
understand what supports are necessary in order to foster better self-efficacy in the early years
when efficacy is shaped. Ultimately, a strong sense of teacher efficacy leads to greater student
achievement.
Teacher self-efficacy may also be influenced by portfolio assessment. Since the 1980s,
the use of portfolios gained popularity as a tool to observe the authenticity of student work. For
example, portfolios became increasingly significant in the assessment of student writing. Writing
samples could be used to exhibit development and growth over time. Portfolios gained popularity
in teacher preparation programs and career advancement purposes (Tucker et al., 2003). As
defined by Bandura (1997), self-efficacy relates to an individual’s beliefs about his or her ability
to achieve specific performance attainments. People with low self-efficacy tend to shy away
from those situations where they feel little control or ability to handle a task. Consequently,
teachers with low self-efficacy in the process of collecting portfolios are likely to feel high levels
of anxiety, and as result, resist collecting artifacts. Bandura suggests that mastery experiences are
the principal way to help build self-efficacy. Portfolio assessment, according to Tucker and
colleagues (2003), is an efficacious tool in documenting mastery experiences. Teacher selfefficacy may be heightened as result of collecting artifacts during the teacher evaluation process.
Tucker and colleagues (2003) used both qualitative and quantitative methods for their
study. Data collection included portfolio review and analysis, surveys, focus groups, and archival
record analysis. Sources included a content analysis of random sample of teacher portfolios,
surveys of all teachers and principals from 11 schools from one district, and focus group
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meetings with teachers and principals, and an archival record review. The artifacts in the
portfolios reflected the district’s established teacher performance responsibilities. Teacher
evaluation over a period of two years were collected and tabulated for overall rating. A survey
questionnaire was given to participants who volunteered for the study. Personnel standards
developed by the joint committee were used to assess the responses. In the final analysis, the
findings suggested that portfolios can document the fulfilment of teaching responsibilities
(mastery experiences) outlined by the host district. Ninety percent of the artifacts used as
evidence had content validity. About 10 percent were superfluous. In many cases, portfolios
served to provide more evidence for areas not readily observable by administrators during formal
or informal observations. In addition, teachers had submitted meaningful artifacts to demonstrate
their work. Most importantly, administrators were better able to discriminate performance among
teachers. However, full credit was not given to the portfolio alone, but the portfolio assessment
contributed to an evaluation system that promoted and recognized excellent work. Tucker and
colleagues noted that concerns such as time to complete and review the portfolios are
problematic in fairly assessing the true contribution of portfolios. In conclusion, portfolios were
found to enhance the evaluation of teachers.

Teacher Self-Efficacy and Motivation

Basom and Frase (2004) review the literature related to the concept of "flow" in the work
place and in schools. They refer to Ciskszentmihalyi's (1990) description of flow as a “state in
which people are so involved in an activity that nothing else seems to matter; the experience
itself is so enjoyable that people will do it even at a great cost, for the sheer sake of doing it' (p.
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4). Bansom and Frase (2004) provide a new perspective on what motivates and satisfies teachers
in the workplace, two additional components leading to high degrees of teacher self-efficacy.
Chiu and Klassen (2010) also studied the link between teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction.
In addition, Bandura (1997) describes how efficacy beliefs play a critical role in the cognitive
regulation of motivation.
Recent studies conclude teachers' desires to stay in teaching as well as their overall
satisfaction and morale have dropped (Bansom & Frase, 2004). Bansom and Frase conclude that
educational organizations must focus on building work environments where teachers have
greater opportunities to find success and, thereby, greater motivation and satisfaction. They
establish that greater satisfaction results from high quality work. If teachers feel like they are
making a difference, they feel a greater sense of satisfaction. Bandura (1997) outlines three
forms of cognitive motivators: causal attributions, outcome expectancies, and cognized goals.
Job satisfaction is considered a causal attribution to self-efficacy and motivation (Chiu &
Klassen, 2010). Chiu and Klassen documented evidence that job related stress is related to
teachers’ self-efficacy, which in turn strongly influences job satisfaction. Bansom and Frase
continue to add that teachers feel satisfied when students are fully engaged - that they are in a
state of flow as well. The following variables extracted from Bansom’s and Frase’s research
relate to teacher job satisfaction and flow experiences: frequency of principal visits to the
classroom; teacher-perceived efficacy of professional development, including well-designed
mentor programs; teacher-perceived efficacy of performance evaluations; teacher self-efficacy
and perceived efficacy of other teachers and of the school; and student cognitive engagement.
Bansom and Frase expand on each of these variables throughout their study.
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In their final analysis, Bansom and Frase (2004) concluded that if the teachers are
cognitively engaged, in the "flow," students are cognitively engaged. In addition, Bansom and
Frase corroborated previous studies by Frase (1998) and Frase and colleagues (2001) supporting
the concept that teacher self-efficacy can predict the number of teacher flow experiences.
Furthermore, they continue to highlight the school administrator’s role in building higher degrees
of teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction by arguing that the principal needs to be in the
classroom frequently providing formative and consistent feedback to the teacher. Teachers, who
regard themselves as efficacious through principal feedback and verbal persuasion, provide
better instruction to their students and are therefore more satisfied in the job (Bandura, 1997;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Bansom & Frase, 2004).

Motivation and Work-Related Performance

Firestone (2014) explains that efficacy helps to motivate teachers. The stronger the belief
that he or she will accomplish the desired outcome, the stronger the motivation will be to align
with the principal. In doing so, Firestone contrasts two types of motivation, intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation, to vet the potential of new teacher evaluation policy. Firestone draws
attention to one question: How much emphasis should be placed on using teacher evaluation data
to either reward or punish teachers? He attempts to answer this question by analyzing two
different theories of motivation. If an employer rewards teachers with performance pay or
punishes teachers with the threat of losing pay or losing one’s means of earning pay, this is an
example of extrinsic motivation theory. If an employer provides professional development,
coaching, or the tools to succeed, this is an example of intrinsic motivation theory. According to

46

Firestone’s review, reconciling these two theories can undermine intrinsic incentives for
teachers; therefore, compromising the intention behind teacher evaluation.
In Firestone’s (2014) conclusion, he adds that a great deal of research is needed in several
areas of teacher evaluation. The efficacy of using performance pay, bonuses, and other incentive
programs is low as there are few measurements that have proven effective. In addition, these
incentives have diminished intrinsic incentives to work for just the love of it. Feedback,
according to Firestone, is a critical source of intrinsic motivation that has been under-analyzed in
teacher evaluation. Teachers need formative feedback to build a sense of self-efficacy and
confidence that what they do will actually make a difference. The question is whether or not
there are enough skilled observers with enough time to provide useful feedback. Teacher
evaluation needs effective measurements, but should be based in a clear understanding of the
motivational factors that work to produce the desired result – student learning.
Previous research conducted by Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) examined self-efficacy,
work-related performance, and motivation. Their meta-analysis compiled 20 years of research
drawing the link between self-efficacy and motivation at work. Evidence from their research
provided support that self-efficacy strongly related to work-performance and motivation. The
overall purpose of their study was to meta-analyze research findings pertaining to the
relationship of self-efficacy and work performance and to offer practical suggestions to eliminate
factors hindering perceived self-efficacy and motivation.
Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) found that human thought in reference to task complexity
impacted self-efficacy in work-performance. Basing much of their work on Bandura’s research,
they explained perceived self-efficacy and motivation varied in relation to task complexity. For
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example, performers experienced motivation only when they possessed an accurate knowledge
of the task they were attempting to accomplish. Faulty assessment of the demands necessary for
task completion contributed to low self-efficacy and less commitment. Change in thought also
occurred as a result of mismatching the task performance with the means to complete the task. If
the means to achieve the task were unavailable or challenging to attain, perceived self-efficacy
was found to be lower. Also, if capabilities were perceived by the performer to be limited in
scope, the performer experienced lower self-efficacy to perform well. In addition, self-efficacy
was diminished if there was a lack of clear knowledge regarding the skills necessary to
accomplish tasks of greater complexity. To successfully complete the tasks at hand, it was
necessary for performers to understand the skills necessary to accomplish the mission. To
summarize, Stajkovic and Luthans revealed the higher the task complexity, the weaker the
relationship between self-efficacy and performance. Furthermore, they postulated a stronger
relationship between self-efficacy and performance when the task complexity was low. Stajkovic
and Luthans argue that task complexity moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and
work-performance therefore impacting the performer’s level of motivation.
To mitigate the challenges related to task complexity and self-efficacy, Stajkovic and
Luthans (1998) offered several practical suggestions. Managers should provide a clear
understanding of the tasks involved to complete the work. Unless task demands are clearly
defined, workers will feel uncertain about their abilities. There should also be an understanding
of the means available to accomplish expected tasks. Without a solid understanding of what can
be used to get the job done, even the strongest employee will be at a disadvantage and will lack
the confidence and belief in his or her ability to fulfill responsibilities. The physical environment
should also eliminate distractions or obstacles. To eliminate factors contributing to low self-
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efficacy related to capability, Stajkovic and Luthans continued to recommend training in order to
hone the necessary skills involved in worker success. A culture and belief in the possibility of
building incremental skills over time can contribute to an atmosphere of growth and selfefficacy. This is the thought or belief that one can always improve or get better. Lastly, Stajkovic
and Luthans suggest providing clear objectives by which employees are able to gauge their level
of effectiveness in addition to providing attainable rewards contributing to work satisfaction and
motivation. According to Stajkovic and Luthans, these suggestions were in alignment with the
results of their meta-analysis when strategies were used to build a sense of self-efficacy linked to
optimal work performance and motivation.

Teacher Evaluation Implementation and the Potential Effect on Teacher Self-Efficacy

Studies and meta-analysis linking teacher self-efficacy and teacher evaluation are sparse.
However, Finnegan (2013) attempts to link teacher self-efficacy and teacher evaluation by
drawing on Bandura’s work. In the age of accountability with more rigorous teacher evaluations
recently including student growth measures in the final performance appraisal, Finnegan
explores the theoretical underpinnings and factors that influence and build teachers sense of selfefficacy and the influence administrators have on teacher self-efficacy. In addition, Finnegan
discusses the effect of teacher evaluations on teacher motivation and teacher self-efficacy.
Finnegan contends that more rigorous teacher evaluation may either build or deflate teachers’
perceived self-efficacy.
In terms of exploring the theoretical underpinnings and factors influencing teaching selfefficacy, Finnegan (2013) grounds most of his meta-analysis in Bandura’s research. In response
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to the exploration regarding the influence administrators have on teacher self-efficacy, Finnegan
contends that the administrator is a key determinant in building a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy.
This is primarily accomplished by the administrator providing resources, trust, flexibility and
autonomy in the classroom, and protection from a variety of environment issues. Finnegan’s
final note is that leadership considerably impacts teacher’s self-efficacy.
In response to exploring the link between teacher evaluation and teacher self-efficacy,
Finnegan (2013) states that in order for teacher evaluation to positively influence teachers sense
of self-efficacy, effective teacher evaluation models must clearly articulate tasks and attainable
expectations. For example, if the evaluation model is unclear as to time demands, relevance,
attainability, reliability, and validity of performance measures, this can undermine teacher selfefficacy. Unclear expectations such as these, according to Finnegan may lead to false
performance assessments. Bandura (1997) argues that people suffer adverse consequences when
they falsely appraise their sense of efficacy. As purported by Finnegan, unclear teacher
evaluation expectations and tasks may deflate teachers’ sense of self-efficacy. The following
reviews serve to highlight the response of administrators and teachers to the current expectations
and tasks associated with teacher evaluation.
Since the primary responsibility for the evaluation of teacher performance rests on the
administrator, Maharaj (2014) suggests examining the views of those who actually do the
evaluating. Since most seem to agree the solution to better schooling is to hire the best teachers
and to fire the worst ones, it is assumed the best tool to accomplish this task is through teacher
evaluation. However, do we have confidence in any of evaluation models we have implemented
so far? The Maharaj study examines the Teacher Performance Appraisal (TPA) process in
Ontario, Canada, from the perspective of administrators. This study also reviews teacher
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evaluation policy in the United States. The research question is, what are administrators' (i.e.,
principals' and vice principals') perceptions regarding the effectiveness of Ontario's TPA process
in assessing and improving teacher practice?
In the Maharaj (2014) study, principals reported that teacher evaluation is simply a
necessary chore. Teachers also consistently reported that outcomes depended on the personality
of the administrator and that most principals felt like they had to find something wrong in order
to justify the quality of their evaluations. As a result, teacher self-efficacy may suffer when
expectations are unclear. Bandura (1997) stated that consequences occur when people act on
false judgements of their efficacy. Maharaj’s literature review is consistent in pointing out that
teacher perception is negative toward teacher evaluation policies in both the United States and
Canada. The methodology used by Maharaj to determine the perceptions of administrators was
an electronic web-based survey. A combination of open-ended, closed-ended and semi-closed
ended questions were used. The questions were personal, attitudinal, and behavioral in nature.
The semi-closed ended questions were the most common. One hundred sixty-six administrators
completed the survey. The findings reported the amount of preparation administrators received
prior to becoming evaluators, with only 34% reported receiving a lot of training. In terms of data
collection, administrators reported that they did not feel strongly that the classroom observations
were adequate in assessing teacher practice. The majority felt that more classroom observations
would allow for a more accurate and useful appraisal. Many also reported being most
comfortable evaluating within the area of their expertise. Most reported that the process takes a
lot of time adversely affecting job satisfaction. Generally, administrators were divided on
whether or not the TPA process accurately assessed the practice of teachers. Finnegan (2013)
argues that teacher evaluation systems, if left unclear, will lead to faulty task-performance
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assessment generating a misleading judgement on self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) and TschennanMoran (1998) concludes that teachers with high self-efficacy produce better instructional results.
Maharaj (2014) concludes that much reform is needed. His findings suggest that both
teachers and administrators believe the process is time consuming and not particularly useful.
Maharaj emphasized that a more effective system of evaluation should aide professional growth
and improve teacher practice. Maharaj also states that by reforming our teacher evaluation
systems, we can better ensure students have access to the most effective teachers.
Baker and colleagues (2013) analyze Race-to-the-Top programs throughout the states.
Most states have adopted new legislation tying student performance data to teacher evaluations.
Student performance is weighted heavily in most states and serves as a major component of the
teacher evaluation process. Baker and colleagues analyzes how the outcome of teacher
evaluation is used to consequence teachers who fail to meet evaluation standards. Baker and
colleagues highlight what is at stake for teachers who fail to meet standards across the states.
This initial discussion sets the stage for the problematic features of teacher evaluation.
Baker and colleagues (2013) focus on the reliability and validity of the measurements
used in teacher evaluation. Teachers are ranked in terms of effectiveness according to arbitrary
numerical cutoffs from standardized tests. If the numerical cutoffs remain arbitrary in nature, the
confidence level in the measurements used to determine a teacher’s level of effectiveness
decreases. Since these measurements are unclear, this too can lead to Bandura’s (1997) caution
that people, specifically teachers, will suffer consequences if they falsely judge their selfefficacy.
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Baker and colleagues (2013) continued by highlighting different measures with different
purposes. The value-added models (VAMs) and student growth percentiles (SGPs) are the
methods reviewed in their discussion. SGPs are a response to the empirical research on the
problems associated with VAMs although there is far less research on SGPs. The VAM is
intended to provide data attributing the success of student achievement to the teacher. A valueadded estimate uses regression analysis where a correlation is drawn between the teacher and the
test performance of the student over a period of time spent with the teacher. A student growth
percentile, by contrast, is the relative change of a student’s performance compared to other
students in the school or class. The problem with VAMs is that that there are a myriad of factors
contributing to the success of or lack of student success that are disconnected from the teacher;
whereas SGP measures the growth itself. It is possible to hybridize the two models by
associating student growth to student demographic characteristics. However, VAMs are most
concerning since it is difficult to rule out other factors contributing to a child’s academic success.
Herlihy and colleagues (2014) explored how state officials have prepared to provide
reliable and valid measures prior to the enforcement of consequences on teachers for low ratings.
Interview questions focused on the training, certification, and reliability of observers including
the number of lessons observed. Herlihy and colleagues’ analysis concluded that officials are
attending to the reliability of validity of measure, but they are doing it inconsistently.
Herlihy and colleagues (2014) reviewed the quality of observations by vetting the
observational instrument, rater training, certification, and the number of lessons evaluated per
teacher per year.
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In addition to the reform initiatives of Race-to-the-Top and what states had to address in
their grant applications or waivers, the new legislation attached important consequences to the
performance evaluation scores teachers receive. For example, some may receive bonuses, salary
increases, or tenure (Herlihy et al., 2014). On the other hand, much is at stake for those who
receive low scores such as denied raises or tenure, remediation plans, or termination. It response,
teacher unions have pressed to ensure the reliability and validity of the measure used in reaching
the final evaluation scores. Finnegan (2013) points to unclear performance measures as having
an adverse effect on teachers’ sense of self-efficacy.
Definitions for the terms valid and reliable are offered in Herlihy and colleagues (2014)
analysis: “Validity refers to whether scores from an assessment do in fact represent the
underlying trait – in this case, teaching quality – that they intend to capture” (2014, p. 5). An
assessment is valid if the information actually represents what it is intended to measure.
Researchers insist that policymakers examine the intended and unintended consequences of
policy to determine its validity. For example, if high stakes testing leads to teaching to the test or
score inflation, the validity of the assessment is in question. “Reliability refers to whether an
assessment produces consistent scores” (2014, p. 6). If different principals rate the same teachers
differently, the instrument may be considered unreliable. Inter-rater reliability then becomes an
issue. Contexts may also vary. The content of a particular lesson may affect the score on a
particular instrument or a particular group of students may affect the stability of the score. In
addition to the legal ramifications of these issues, other issues may be of concern. Unreliable and
biased instruments may demoralize teachers and cause many to move on from the profession.
Finnegan (2013) explains there may also be consequences to false self-efficacy appraisals as a
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result of unclear teacher evaluation tasks and expectations. Excellent teachers may want to
“shop’ around for schools where it is easier to receive a high rating (Herlihy et al., 2014).
In Herlihy and colleague’s (2014) analysis, a series of interviews were conducted in the
summer and fall of 2012. There was a sample of 17 states in which each received a Race-to-theTop grant or a No Child Left Behind waiver. Each conducted a pilot test in 2012, included
statutory language in their teacher evaluation system, and each did not have any pending
legislation regarding their system. Data was collected and analyzed regarding a variety of
documents answering questions related to legislative requirements and guidance regarding its
teacher evaluation system. These data components informed the construction of a 25-question
interview protocol. Interviews were requested from each of the 17 sample state departments of
education. Each interview lasted 45 minutes with 13 people from 12 states. The interviewees
were directors, coordinators, and executive officers. Results were summarized in paragraphs
throughout Herlihy and colleague’s analysis.
Herlihy and colleagues (2014) point out that most of the states attended to reasonable
guidelines for implementation and attention to the reliability and validity of their instruments.
However, many faced challenges in terms of resources available to thoroughly investigate the
reliability and validity of such measures. Professional development also varied from state to state
according to Herlihy and colleagues. Teacher professional development, principal training, and
resources invested in these components were inconsistent among the states. The final conclusion
in the Herlihy and colleagues’ analysis indicates the unintended consequences of the lack of
clarity in teacher evaluation reform implementation nationwide. The lack of clarity in teacher
evaluation could affect teacher self-efficacy (Finnegan, 2013).
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Although policymakers continue to legislate evaluation laws, there are few studies
indicating how supervision of instruction directly or indirectly affects teachers or whether or not
teacher supervision actually improves teaching. Ebmeier (2003) contends that preparation
programs have very little to build on in terms of grounding supervisors in the effectual practice
of supervision. When Ebmeier wrote this analysis, he appealed to a body of research on teacher
efficacy. The evidence from Ebmeier’s research suggested active supervision increased levels of
teacher efficacy. Therefore, the purpose of Ebmeier’s study was to determine the linkages among
teacher efficacy, teacher commitment, and teacher supervision. The goal was to investigate how
principal supervision of teachers influences teacher efficacy through path analytic modeling.
Ebmeier (2003) uses a path model developed by Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy’s model of
teacher efficacy. This model assumes four major influences on teacher efficacy. These influences
are: Mastery Experiences, Physiological Arousal, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal Persuasion.
The influences can be tempered by context. Depending on the situation, teachers may feel more
efficacious in one context than another. Ebmeier explains there is important research revealing
the linkage of principal behaviors to teacher efficacy. The principal is the critical source of the
four efficacy-building factors. When school principals provide feedback, encouragement,
emotional support, reinforcement, and modeling experiences, teachers experience a greater sense
of self-efficacy. Therefore, two organizational variables to consider in the influence of teacher
efficacy are confidence in peers and confidence in the principal. Additions to the model indicate
there is also a linkage to satisfaction with working conditions, commitment to building goals, and
commitment to teaching as well as personal self-efficacy.
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Participants in Ebmeier’s (2003) study were full-time, K-12 teachers. Surveys of teachers
were conducted between 1993 and 1998. Participants were asked to complete a short, 50-item
questionnaire. Questions were related to: principal support of teaching, confidence in the
principal, confidence in peers, commitment to teaching, commitment to building goals, and
active principal supervision. Other supporting questions were related to: satisfaction with
working conditions, personal efficacy, and external influences.
The results of this study indicated strong support for the original Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy (2001) model – a model demonstrating the pathway to teacher self-efficacy such as Mastery
Experiences, Physiological Arousal, Vicarious Experiences, and Verbal Persuasion. The results
also indicated that principals who demonstrate an interest in the instructional process build a
greater sense of confidence and self-efficacy in their teachers. In addition, the principal’s stance
on the importance of the instructional process leads to greater work satisfaction and commitment
and the probability of instructional improvement. The results indicate that active principal
supervision has a direct impact on teacher confidence especially when sound teaching practices
are rewarded (Ebmeier, 2003). Furthermore, results of this study indicate a boost in peer trust
and commitment to building goals. The most potent predictors of efficacy, commitment and job
satisfaction are caring and concerned administrators. This leads to an important assumption
regarding teacher evaluation. If the principal is not able to commit to the process, the success of
any new teacher evaluation system may be lost without a caring and attentive principal.

CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY

Purpose of the Study

Chapter I discussed the history of teacher evaluation and its purpose to improve teaching
and learning. Chapter II discussed teacher self-efficacy theory and the current practice of teacher
evaluation in Illinois. Chapter III will discuss the methodology to determine how teacher
evaluation affects teachers’ self-efficacy and if there are sources of self-efficacy information
useful in promoting a more effective teacher evaluation process.
Bandura (1997) depicts four sources of self-efficacy information: Mastery Experiences,
Vicarious Experiences, Verbal Persuasion, and Emotional Arousal. Mastery experiences serve as
the accumulated number of performance accomplishments. In other words, the number of truly
successful lessons or unit plans when the learning objective was clearly met. Vicarious
experiences, on the other hand, may serve as the convincing proof that it can be done by another
– the mastery experience of a peer or colleague, for example. Verbal persuasion, positive
feedback, is another example of a source of self-efficacy information. This study will examine
how evaluator verbal or written feedback influences a teacher’s self-efficacy. One or more of
these sources may work together to influence a person’s perceived self-efficacy. Additionally,
one or more of these sources may either positively affect a person’s perceived self-efficacy or
negatively affect a person’s perceived self-efficacy. The interest is to determine how the
evaluator can be aware of the impact of these sources. Understanding the impact of these sources
may be a powerful leadership tool in creating an effective evaluation system to improve teaching
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and learning – the original intention of teacher evaluation as discussed in Chapter I. If, for
example, the evaluator understands that mastery experience is most powerful in promoting
positive teacher self-efficacy, the evaluator may strive to build upon multiple successes within a
desired domain or component within the evaluation teaching framework. By doing so, the
evaluator may increase the level of teacher commitment to the mission and vision of the school.
If a teacher needs the vicarious reinforcement of watching a colleague model a successful lesson,
a vicarious experience, this may also prove useful in the evaluation process. In essence, this
study itself may serve as a source of efficacy information for the evaluator – a type of vicarious
reinforcement that there may be a sense of control to ensure the desired result of the teacher
evaluation process.

Research Questions



Research Question One: How does teacher evaluation feedback affect teachers’ sense of
efficacy?



Research Question Two: How do teacher evaluation ratings affect (influence) teachers’
sense of efficacy?



Research Question Three: How does teachers’ self-efficacy relate to their workplace
motivation?

Understanding the Intent of the Questions

Evaluator feedback comes in several forms including both written and oral
communication. Written communication may come in the form of both formal and informal
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observation lesson feedback. The evaluation process includes a pre-conference, conference, and
a post conference to ensure feedback occurs between the evaluator and the teacher after both
formal and informal lesson observation (PERA, 2010). The process also includes a written
summary in the form of a final evaluation document that will also include a final evaluation
rating. This question will examine the impact of the discussions surrounding both written and
verbal feedback within these procedures.
The final evaluation rating includes four levels: Excellent, Proficient, Needs
Improvement, and Unsatisfactory. This study will examine the impact of the rating itself on
teachers’ self-efficacy. Despite other feedback information and even other sources of selfefficacy information through the procedures, does the rating itself play a significant role
influencing a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy? Would an increase or a drop in rating from the
previous evaluation feedback influence a teacher’s overall perception of self-efficacy? Evaluator
awareness of the influential nature of the rating itself may serve to inform the evaluator prior to a
final rating determination.

Description of the Participants

As the methodology used for this study is qualitative, 25 general education teachers were
interviewed for the purpose of answering questions related to teacher evaluation and the impact
of self-efficacy information. The interviews took place in a school location at the discretion of
and most comfortable for each teacher. Teacher participants are current employees of four school
districts in DuPage County, Illinois, which are currently implementing teacher evaluation
practices aligned to the legal requirements of the PERA of Illinois. Each elementary district

60

includes grades pre-kindergarten through eighth grade. The teachers chosen are specifically
employed as first through fifth grade teachers. These teachers are also employed as general
education teachers whose primary teaching responsibilities include general academic subject
areas such as math, science, social studies, reading and writing. This will be exclusive of other
subject areas such as physical education, fine and practical arts, and support staff such as social
workers, counselors, or psychologists. General education teachers are most applicable to the
framework for teaching in the teacher evaluation process (Danielson, 1996). Teacher participants
are females and are either tenure or non-tenure teachers between the ages of 25 and 58 with
teacher experience ranging between 1 and 33 years of experience. Teachers are grouped in nonidentifiable categories from 1 - 10 years of experience, 11 - 20 years of experience, 21 - 30 years
of experience, and 30 - 40 years of experience. Tables 1-3 define the characteristics of the
participants.

61

Table 1. Teacher Participants

Teacher Participant

Age

Employment Status

Grade Level

Years of Experience

Teacher 1

53

Tenure

5

32

Teacher 2

37

Tenure

3

15

Teacher 3

26

Non-tenure

5

4

Teacher 4

55

Non-tenure

4

3

Teacher 5

25

Non-tenure

3

2

Teacher 6

31

Tenure

2

5

Teacher 7

53

Tenure

4

28

Teacher 8

40

Non-tenure

3

8

Teacher 9

34

Tenure

1

7

Teacher 10

46

Tenure

2

21

Teacher 11

27

Non-tenure

5

6

Teacher 12

58

Tenure

5

10

Teacher 13

40

Non-tenure

1

1

Teacher 14

55

Tenure

1

25

Teacher 15

32

Tenure

2

10

Teacher 16

37

Tenure

4

14

Teacher 17

44

Tenure

2

20

Teacher 18

36

Tenure

5

13

Teacher 19

36

Tenure

5

14

Teacher 20

26

Non-tenure

1

4

Teacher 21

37

Tenure

3

14

Teacher 22

32

Tenure

3

9

Teacher 23

36

Non-tenure

4

1

Teacher 24

33

Tenure

4

6

Teacher 25

51

Tenure

1

18

Table 2. Age of Participants

Table 3. Experience of Participants

Age

# of participants

20 – 30

4

Years of
experience
1 – 10

31 – 40

13

11 – 20

7

41 – 50

2

21 - 30

3

51 – 60

6

31+

1

# of participants
14
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Research Design

Qualitative research methods were employed in this study. Qualitative research design is
not only characterized by me as the primary instrument for collecting and analyzing data, but
also by the belief that the purpose is to seek meaning and understanding from the context itself
(Merriam, 2002). This is particularly relevant as I am a practicing school district superintendent
charged with the responsibility of monitoring, facilitating, and ensuring the teacher evaluation
process is conducted with integrity and excellence.
Qualitative research is also associated with constructivism. I chose to approach this study
with a constructivist philosophy for the purpose of describing, interpreting, and understanding
the experiences of the intended subjects of the evaluation process – the teachers. A constructivist
approach assumes human interaction is “socially constructed, complex and ever changing”
(Glesne, 1999, p. 5). I believe that by approaching the study from an interpretative or
constructivist perspective, the study will be most informative as defined by Merriam, “Reality is
socially constructed, that there is no single, observable reality. Rather, there are multiple
realities, or interpretations, of a single event” (2002, p. 8). Therefore, Grounded Theory is most
appropriate to this philosophical approach.
I used an inductive approach to formulate answers to the research questions. To be
consistent in applying an inductive approach, Grounded Theory is applied to describe and code
the teacher evaluation process as it relates to teacher self-efficacy (Merriam, 2002). Grounded
Theory is defined as constructing a theory from data, which has been systematically gathered,
identified, coded, and analyzed through the research (Charmaz, 2014). The theory arises from the
data itself and is closely intertwined with its analysis. To successfully construct the theory,
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researchers use a constant comparative method to, “build theories from the ground up by
inductively analyzing their data not only after they collect it, but also as they are collecting it”
(Vogt et. al, 2014, p. 382). This is finalized by first coding the data, then comparing the data
across categories, next creating themes, and lastly identifying a theory (Vogt et. al, 2014).
Through Grounded Theory I was also enabled to identify, “flexible guidelines rather than
rigid prescriptions” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 15). This is particularly beneficial when studying a
phenomenon or effect occurring in a program evaluation. Grounded Theory broadens the view of
the setting and allows the researcher to include data that would otherwise be missed. The
researcher is able to describe the relationships across and between categories in the end.
Establishing a grounded theory is the solidified purpose in conducting this study, which will
hopefully lead to a more informed leadership approach to the teacher evaluation process.

Interviews as the Data Source

Twenty-five teachers were interviewed to obtain knowledge from each teacher’s
experience in the evaluation process. Each teacher was interviewed for approximately thirty
minutes to an hour (depending on the conversational style and personality of each teacher) in a
location most convenient for her. A series of interview questions (Appendix A) were used in
addition to a number of improvisational follow up questions to assist in the interpretation and
understanding of each teacher’s response. The wording of the questions was predetermined;
however, questions were used flexibly based on participant responses and the need to ask
probing or follow up questions (Merriam, 2009). The purpose of the interview was to understand
each teacher’s experience in the formal evaluation process and to determine which sources of
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efficacy information affect teachers’ perceived self-efficacy. Questions were used as either
experience/behavior questions or opinion/value questions (Patton, 2002). Responses were then
analyzed by open-coding in order to identify patterns (Merriam, 2002). For example, a question
may seek to further understand why verbal feedback from the evaluator had an emotional impact
on the teacher. Questions were also designed to understand the perceived relationship with the
evaluator and how that perception may or may not impact the teacher’s self-efficacy. In addition,
questions also served to understand how terms such as “proficient” and “excellent” are defined
by the teacher and if those definitions are aligned with the rating definitions of PERA.
Significantly, questions were also designed to understand if a change in final rating relates to a
change in perceived self-efficacy. All questions were used for the purpose of finding key
information to assist an evaluator in the preparation for delivering feedback to the teacher
through the evaluation process. An evaluator may be able to control the impact of the feedback
on the teacher’s self-efficacy. In doing so, it will be critical to understand what the teacher
believes is the most impacting source of efficacy information to her. The teacher’s self-efficacy
can determine the level of commitment to the organization and to the leader’s goals (Bandura,
1997). The interview questions listed in Appendix A serve to examine which sources of efficacy
information are most impacting on the teacher. In order to not confuse the teacher participants
with terms related to self-efficacy, the term “confidence” is used in the interviews to mean selfefficacy. Throughout the dissertation, the terms confidence and self-efficacy will then be used
synonymously.
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Coding and Analysis

The purpose of the research ranges on a continuum from explanatory/confirmatory to
descriptive/exploratory (Vogt et al., 2012). For the purpose of this study, the nature of the
interviews will be descriptive/exploratory. For instance, and in line with the concept of
Grounded Theory, a model where the theory is constructed from the data itself as opposed to a
theory being confirmed by the data, the data served to build a theory over the course of analyzing
the data (Charmaz, 2014). The results of the interviews were recorded, transcribed, and
deconstructed to construct new concepts from identifiable patterns and themes. This was
accomplished through the use of open-coding, axial coding and abduction while obtaining
information from the experience of the teachers as they have received evaluator feedback related
to the sources of efficacy information such as Mastery Eexperiences, Vicarious Experience,
Verbal Persuasion, and Emotional Arousal (Charmaz, 2014; Bandura, 1997).
I remained open to the theoretical possibilities discovered from the responses of the
participants (Charmaz, 2014). Each idea provided by the participants were coded by concept and
how it related to the sources of self-efficacy information and any other concepts gleaned from
the data through the open-coding process. To analyze a main idea, the act of analyzing a whole
sentence or paragraph was used to label the concept or develop a main theme (Strauss & Corbin,
1998). In this manner, the overall analysis was exploratory in nature and constructive in
philosophy (Glesne, 1999).
A spreadsheet was developed to analyze the data in an organized and coherent fashion in
order to abduct the ideas more readily and clearly (Charmaz, 2014). The columns of the
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spreadsheet (Table 4) entailed the interviews listed as interview 1 then 2 and so forth. The rows
contained the list of interview questions. I1 or I2 and so on will be used to reference discussion
points by the participants throughout the data analysis.
Table 4. Sample Spreadsheet
Question

Teacher 1

Teacher 2

Age

53

37

Tenure?

Tenure

Tenure

Grade Level?

5th

3rd

Subject Area?

General Education

General Education

Years of
Experience?

32 years

In my 15th year.

Describe your
level of confidence
as an effective
teacher?

Extremely confident. It really helped me
to be a confident and to see the results.
Constantly monitoring them and seeing
the growth that they are making from
week to week to trimester to trimester
from beginning to the end, it makes you
see that I am making a difference and
I'm seeing growth. It makes me stronger
in what I'm doing is the right thing.

At this point in time I would say I feel
pretty confident just because I've been
doing it so long, There's a lot of grade
shift that goes on in our district and in
this building, but I've been very fortunate
to teach third the majority of my years
here. I've also taught second grade, but it
was just for a couple of years. So, I've
probably spent 12-13 years teaching
third. I feel like when you do that for so
long, you feel like you've got that. That
being said, with the introduction of
Common Core a few years ago, and GSS
coming along the way, I think that kind of
throws me for a loop a bit. I feel like I'm
kind of starting all over again. I feel more
comfortable now teaching Common Core
- I feel very comfortable with that.
(continued on following page)
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Table 4. Continued.
I've found a lot of resources over the
years, but I would say that probably
shook my confidence there at the
beginning. As a district we're always
adopting new things every single year, so
at the beginning you feel so
overwhelmed. But, by January or
February, I’ve got it. I feel like it follows
that same pattern for me every single
year. But, overall, I feel good. Some
confidence comes along with experience
and doing it for so many years
How does your
level of confidence
affect your
motivation at
work?

I think I am very confident as an
instructor, as a teacher, but also because
of that, I try not to take anything for
granted. So I’m always looking to grow
professionally. I’m constantly looking to
grow and I’m always feeling that just
because I’ve had experience, and just
because I know what I am doing, I think
that I can still learn from anyone. I’m
looking and searching for ways to make
improvements.

I guess it could go both ways. There are
definitely times when I feel that I've
done this so many times, and while you
try to switch it up, it can cause a little bit
of a dry spell. I don't want to say less
motivated because I feel like I always
have the desire to work really hard, but I
really do like the new stuff that comes
in. When we're challenged to teach
math in a new way, or with the onset of
the new science. I like that. I feel like
because I've been in the same situation
for so long it gives me a little more
motivation to start trying new things. I'm
very afraid of it at first, but then jump
with it. I feel like I need it in my situation
because I've been doing the same thing
for so long. I did even go to my principal
last year, and I said, "I don't know if I can
continue to teach third. I've just been
doing it for so long I need a change
because I am feeling unmotivated." So, I
do feel like I need a change, and whether
that be grade level or new stuff coming.
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I then used axial coding defined by Strauss and Corbin as “the act of relating categories
to subcategories along the lines of their properties and dimensions” (1998, p. 124). These
categories were then linked to the four sources of efficacy information. The process of constant
comparison in addition to axial coding was also used to reach the point of saturation, the point
when no new ideas or concepts emerge (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Vogt et al., 2014). Constant
comparison is defined as “the recording and gradual development of more refined codes and
categories that continues as evidence is gathered” (Vogt et al., 2014, p. 392). The researcher
played an active role in the abduction process as themes and categories did not always emerge on
their own. The process, altogether, evolved over time as my mind was abducted throughout the
process of “abduction,” a process described by Vogt and colleagues when the mind of the
researcher is abducted as new ideas arise.

Procedures

After the recordings were transcribed and the final transcripts were completed, I began to
analyze the data through the process and logic of grounded theory coding. The process began
with what is referred to as initial coding, the first of two main phases in the grounded theory
method. The initial phase involved naming each word, line, or segment of data followed by the
second phase of naming the most salient and frequent of codes later in the process (Charmaz,
2014). This second phase is referred as focused coding. I chose to name segments of the data as
the participants provided longer explanations of phenomenon about singular topics. I also chose
to code for actions to avoid coding for types of people. Coding for actions allows the researcher
to tag the data using gerund phrases such as “Describing” or “Explaining” a phenomenon. After
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the initial coding process, I developed 38 original codes from the cumulative study of all
transcripts. Table 5 lists the 23 focused codes that followed and includes a description of each.
Some codes were consistently repeated. Other codes were tagged only once or twice. An analytic
memo was kept to maintain an understanding of why codes were originally developed
throughout the data. “Memo writing is the pivotal intermediate step between data collection and
writing drafts of papers. When you write memos, you stop and analyze your ideas about the
codes in any – and every – way that occurs to you in the moment” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 162).
Eventually, the coding led to seven theoretical categories, to four themes, and finally to
an emerging theory. When I reached the saturation point when no further codes were discovered,
I then discovered relationships between the codes, codes related to the same topic of discussion.
For example, several codes related to the topic of evaluator feedback or verbal persuasion. When
these relationships became apparent, I then divided the codes into topical groups or seven
theoretical categories. Then, through further analysis, I discovered that the categories
encompassed four main ideas or themes. These four themes led to one general principal or
emerging theory yielding the self-efficacy information needed to enrich the teacher evaluation
process. The four themes will be discussed in Chapter IV. The emerging theory will be discussed
in Chapter V. Table 5 highlights the seven categorized codes with descriptions for each code.
During the deeper stage of focused coding, I categorized for the purpose of discovering
emerging theories. “Focused coding requires decisions about which initial codes make the most
analytic sense to categorize data incisively and completely” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 138). In the
process, I divided the initial codes into two sections, one section for those that were tagged only
once and one for the most salient and repetitious. The salient and repeated codes were labeled by
the number of participants describing the same phenomenon and the number of incidents
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Table 5. Focused Codes with Emerging Theoretical Categories

1. Evaluator Verbal Persuasion (Category)
Focused Codes

Description

A. High self-efficacy with evaluator feedback

Participants describing when confidence increases as a
result of evaluator feedback

B. Low self-efficacy with evaluator feedback

Participants describing when confidence is low or
decreases as a result of evaluator feedback

C. Positive impact of more frequent evaluator
feedback on self-efficacy

Participants describing when confidence increases when
evaluator feedback is more frequent

D. How more frequent feedback would not
increase self-efficacy

Participants explaining why and when more frequent
evaluator feedback would not increase confidence.

E. Impact of inaccurate evaluator feedback

Participants describing how it impacts their confidence
when evaluator feedback is perceived as inaccurate or
false

F.

Participants describing why more frequent feedback
from the evaluator would increase teaching confidence

The need for more frequent evaluator feedback

G. The impact of evaluation rating feedback with
high self-efficacy

Participants explaining how and when confidence
increases after receiving the final evaluation rating

H. Impact of excellent evaluation rating feedback
with high self-efficacy

Participants explaining how confidence increases after
receiving an excellent evaluation rating

I.

Evaluator feedback with Needs Improvement or
Unsatisfactory ratings with low self-efficacy

Participants describing how their confidence decreases
or could decrease when receiving a Needs Improvement
or Unsatisfactory rating

(continued on following page)
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Table 5. Continued.
2. Evaluator Teacher Ratings (Category)
Focused Codes

Description

A. Change in rating

Participants who said their final evaluation rating
changed from the previous evaluation year

B. No change in rating

Participants who said their final evaluation rating did not
change from the previous evaluation year

3. Teacher Motivation (Category)
Focused Codes

Description

A. General motivation

Participants describing levels of workplace motivation
with no identifiable reason why

B. Motivation and mastery experiences with
students

Participants describing levels of motivation as a result of
mastery experiences or successful accomplishments with
students

C. Motivation by negative verbal persuasion

Participants describing how motivation increases as a
result of negative verbal persuasion/evaluator feedback

D. Motivated by passion for students

Participants describing how and when they are
motivated by their passion for teaching children

E. Motivated by positive evaluator feedback

Participants explaining how they are motivated by
positive evaluator feedback

4. Teacher Vicarious Experiences (Category)
Focused Codes
A. Vicarious experiences and impact on selfefficacy

Description
Participants describing when confidence increases as a
result of the seeing their peers or colleagues succeed

(continued on following page)
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Table 5. Continued.
5. Emotional Arousal of Teachers (Category)
Focused Codes

Description

A. Emotional arousal and the authority figure

Participants describing how they feel afraid or nervous
when the evaluator or authority figure enters the room
for an evaluation

B. Emotional arousal and fear of hearing feedback

Participants describing how they feel afraid or fearful of
hearing or reading feedback from the evaluator

C. Emotional arousal and fear of consequences

Participants explaining their feelings of fear related to
potential loss of employment or demotion resulting from
a poor evaluation rating

6. General Teacher Self-efficacy (Category)
Focused Codes
A. Mastery experience and confidence stemming
from student performance

Description
Participants describing how their confidence increases
when students perform well as a result of their teaching

7. Evaluation Process (Category)
Focused Codes

Description

A. Evaluated in the current year

Participants who said they were evaluated in the current
year

B. Evaluation process performed adequately

Participants who said the evaluation process was
conducted according to procedure and to PERA law

discussing the same phenomenon altogether. The most salient codes emerged into focused codes
and then divided into categories as visualized in Table 5. These theoretical codes assisted in
conceptualizing how substantive codes were related and merged into larger concepts for the
development of an eventual theory.
As the process of analysis continued, I arrived at the point of saturation related to the
theoretical codes and categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). To reach this point, axial coding was
employed to relate categories to subcategories for other emerging data as discussed earlier. This
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is the point when “you have defined, checked, and explained relationships between categories
and range of variation within and between your categories” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 213).

Validity and Reliability

Measures were taken to care for the issues related to validity and reliability throughout
the coding process. Most importantly, I remained close to the data in the open-coding process by
focusing on the intended meaning of participant responses and referring back to the notes
following the interviews. Attention to the actual word choice of the participants played a role in
the analysis (Charmaz, 2014). It was important to me to maintain this level of integrity
throughout the process. For example, it was important to use participant word choice explicitly
stating that confidence was either positively or negatively impacted by the evaluator’s feedback
or by the evaluation rating – not just implied. For example, Interview 3 stated that “my
principal’s feedback definitely affects my level of confidence.” I relied on explicit statements
such as these to influence my analysis of the four general themes discovered in the data;
therefore, solidifying the validity and reliability of the study.
Consistency must be addressed to ensure reliability (Vogt et al., 2012). The probability
exists for high levels of consistency as the open-coding of interview transcripts were completed
by a single researcher. Multiple observers when conducting interviews threaten the validity of
the process as terminology and definitions may be inconsistent as a result. This study also used
verbal coding as opposed to numerical coding.
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Summary

On September 1, 2016, a new formal teacher evaluation process began in the State of
Illinois (PERA, 2010). The timing of this study is relevant to evaluators who are charged with
implementing the requirements of the new law. The remaining question will be whether or not
the new evaluation process yields the benefit of improved instruction and better teaching over
time. As discussed in Chapter II, research indicates that teacher self-efficacy is key to the
evaluation process, in that without it, the belief and confidence that one can or perhaps cannot
improve results, teachers will lack the overall commitment to the evaluation process (Bandura,
1997).
In chapter IV, I will discuss the response data from each of the participants to explain
what led me to the development of four main ideas/themes related to sources of self-efficacy
information. Through the methodology, codes led to categories and categories eventually led to
four themes: Developing teacher self-efficacy through experience; Impact of evaluator feedback
on teacher self-efficacy; Impact of evaluation ratings on teacher self-efficacy; and Impact on
self-efficacy on teacher motivation.
Developing teacher self-efficacy through experience describes how teachers assume
levels of confidence through mastery experience. Participants described that general confidence
to produce academic student achievement stems from mastery experiences in the classroom, a
concept originally discussed in previous research (Bandura, 1997).
Impact of evaluator feedback on teacher self-efficacy describes how teacher confidence is
impacted by evaluator feedback. The transcript data highlights verbal persuasion as a strong
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secondary impact to teacher self-efficacy through the evaluation process. Swars (2005) also
emphasizes that verbal persuasion can affect overall teaching self-efficacy as well as mastery
experiences.
Impact of evaluation ratings on teacher self-efficacy serves as another example of verbal
persuasion. In other words, teachers are persuaded by the evaluation rating. The rating serves as
a tool measuring the quality of performance by the teacher. Measuring the quality of teacher
performance is described by participants as having a significant impact on self-efficacy.
Impact of self-efficacy on teacher motivation describes the natural impact of either high
or low self-efficacy in teachers and the impact it can have on teacher commitment and
perseverance during their workplace experience. As explained by Bandura (1997), teachers are
motivated by varying levels of self-efficacy affecting levels of commitment to the organization
and its initiatives.
A conclusion eventually emerged from these four themes. This conclusion will be
discussed in Chapter V as it relates to the three research questions of this study.

CHAPTER IV: FOUR OVERARCHING THEMES

Chapter IV describes the four overarching themes that emerged from the interviews with
25 elementary level teachers charged with implementing the evaluation process as prescribed by
PERA (2010). After the initial and focused coding of the transcripts, seven theoretical categories
led to multiple themes. These themes eventually merged into four dominant or overarching
themes: Developing teacher self-efficacy through experience; Impact of evaluator feedback on
teacher self-efficacy; Impact of evaluation ratings on teacher self-efficacy; and Impact of selfefficacy on teacher motivation.
Developing teacher self-efficacy through experience describes how teachers gain
confidence through mastery experience. Participants described that general confidence to
produce academic student achievement stems from mastery experiences in the classroom, a
concept originally discussed by Bandura (1997).
Impact of evaluator feedback on teacher self-efficacy describes how teacher confidence is
impacted by evaluator feedback. The transcript data highlights verbal persuasion as a strong
secondary impact to teacher self-efficacy through the evaluation process. Swars (2005) also
emphasizes that verbal persuasion can affect overall teaching self-efficacy as well as mastery
experiences.
Impact of evaluation ratings on teacher self-efficacy serves as another example of verbal
persuasion. In other words, teachers are persuaded by the evaluation rating. The rating serves as
a tool measuring the quality of performance by the teacher. According to participants, measuring
the quality of performance impacts teaching self-efficacy.
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Impact of self-efficacy on teacher motivation describes either high or low self-efficacy in
teachers and the impact it can have on teacher commitment and perseverance during their
workplace experience. As explained by Bandura (1997), teachers are motivated by varying levels
of self-efficacy which in turn affects levels of commitment to the organization and its initiatives.
In effect, the data extrapolated from the transcripts served to provide answers to the
research questions of this study. Through the inductive process of Grounded Theory, my mind
was abducted by the data which led me to a final conclusion regarding teacher evaluation and
teacher self-efficacy. This discovery is discussed further in Chapter V.

Developing Teacher Self-Efficacy Through Experience

General Teaching Experience

Teachers discussed their level of confidence in response to multiple interview questions
such as, “What makes you feel most confident …” or “What makes you feel least confident …”
Twenty-five out of twenty-five teacher participants described their current level of confidence as
either high or very high as a result of mastery experiences. There were several sub-themes
related to the overarching theme of teaching experience including general teaching experience;
teaching experience through student academic achievement and teaching experience related to
positive experiences through the teacher evaluation process. This particular section will focus on
mastery experience as a source of teacher self-efficacy information.
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Length of Time Teaching

Teacher 1 described her confidence level as “extremely confident.” She described her
experience from the perspective of a veteran teacher who has taught for over 32 years in the
classroom. She indicated that length of time and the successes she has had over the years has
provided a solid source of positive teaching self-efficacy as she stated, “Extremely confident –
I’ve been doing this for so long. I know when I’m making a difference and when I’m not, and
I’ve succeeded throughout the years, survived the test of time.”
Six additional teachers described that they became more confident over time. Teacher 12
said:
I would say I'm fairly confident. I think I'm fairly confident. I think I get a little more
confident every year that I'm teaching. I learn more. I don't think you ever know
everything that you could know. You can always be learning and always try to really
[pause], try to learn from every experience each year. (T12)
She explained that she becomes more confident every year that she teaches. In addition, she has
the ability to learn from every experience.
Another teacher discussed that every year she learns something new and she is learning
every single day. She thinks teaching is a learning experience every day and that she gets better
every year:
I think I am a confident teacher. I think I make a difference for kids. I think teaching is
learning every single day. And I think every year you learn something new. You try
something new and every year you get better at teaching. (T15)
She is confident because she is continually learning by trial and improving over time through her
experience.
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An additional teacher discussed the impact of switching grade levels and that it takes time
to build confidence.

Today I feel very confident as a 2nd grade teacher. It took me awhile to get here. This is
my sixth year in 2nd grade. It took me a couple of years of figuring it out because I came
from preschool - which is a whole different life. I feel very confident at this point. (T17)
She explained that it took her a couple of years before she could figure it out as she originally
started in the preschool. She reflects that she is now confident after much time:
Although Teacher 25 taught one grade level for 18 years, she reflects that she lost some
level of confidence when she switched from Kindergarten to 1st grade. She explains:
I've had two different careers. This is my second full change of career. Eighteen years in
kindergarten but across 18 years. So this is my fifth full time year in 1st [grade] in this
building and this year I have my best results that I've ever had. I think it has to do with,
after doing something consistently over the course of five years and being evaluated each
of those years except for this year. That has built in me a much greater confidence in how
to operate with six year olds. (T25)
She states that she is confident now after a consistent five years teaching 1st grade. This was a
transition as she had taught kindergarten for 18 years prior.
The next teacher communicates that it is a matter of life experience that makes the
difference:
I left college terrified. I remember standing in front of my first classroom, and the kids
being like, "Why do we have to learn this?" And me being like, "I really don't know." I
didn't have any life experience and didn't really know. As you get older, you realize why
they do have to learn that. You have experience to be able to tell the kids real world
experiences. My life experience and experience as a teacher bring me confidence in what
I do. (T8)
She described how she learned over time to answer student questions because she now has both
life and teaching experience to draw upon.
Two additional teachers stated their confidence comes with more experience:
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I would say it's about the same. It comes with experience. I'm sure that I'm more
confident right now than my first or second year of teaching, but that's because I've had
years of experience. Not only that, but you get more experience working with the kids
and staff members. I think that's where my confidence comes from. (T9)
Teacher 13 concurred by saying:
The more experience I have with a subject area or grade level, I gain more confidence.
Your first year teaching you’re confident, but you're kind of nervous. Then the second
year it was, “Been here. Done that.” I feel that as you do it more, you get more confident.
(T13)
To these teachers, the more practice and more experience one has not only in the field of
teaching but in teaching a subject area or grade level for many years, the more one feels
confident over time.

Changes Affecting Confidence

Teacher 2 states in the previous discussion that educational changes such as the Common
Core State Standards and other legislative initiatives can negatively affect her level of
confidence. Similarly, four other teachers agreed that sweeping changes in the field of education
can, and do, have a negative impact on confidence. Teacher 6 explains, “As far as learning the
curriculum and keeping up with our requirements, I'm not 100% implementing everything
perfectly. The education field is always growing and changing, so I'm not always confident in
everything, but generally I do feel confident.” Despite the fact that educational changes continue,
Teacher 6 states that she is still confident.
The following two teachers indicate that many types of changes create a temporary dip in
overall teaching confidence as there are less mastery experiences with something new. She
explains:
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We had some changes in curriculum - we went away from Everyday Math and went to
Common Core Standards. We had no official resource, so we teachers were creating
everything from what was used in class to homework. That was very scary. I didn't even
know if what I was doing was hitting the mark. (T23)

In addition, it made it difficult for the next grade level teacher when she did not have the
resources to use to implement the curriculum. Changes seem to indicate a lack of time to build
mastery experiences especially with new resources.
The last teacher points out that a change from one subject area to another may also
impact levels of confidence as a result of a lack of mastery in one area over another. She
expressed that she becomes more nervous when she is not teaching within her area of expertise:
Yes. There's areas that I feel more confident in. My degree was in mathematics. I'm very
confident in math. Writing is not my area so I get a little bit nervous in those areas. So I
think it depends from subject to subject my confidence level but I mean I feel like I'm a
confident teacher and I can help my children grow. (T19)
It is a challenge for Teacher 19 to teach a subject area for which she did not receive a degree.
This affects her level of confidence. To her, confidence level depends on the subject area taught.
Teacher 2 said something similar. She points out that she is confident primarily because
she has been teaching for “so long.” Teacher 2 stated:
At this point in time I would say I feel pretty confident just because I've been doing it so
long. There's a lot of grade shift that goes on in our district and in this building, but I've
been very fortunate to teach third the majority of my years here. I've also taught second
grade, but it was just for a couple of years. So, I've probably spent 12-13 years teaching
third. I feel like when you do that for so long, you feel like you've got that. That being
said, with the introduction of Common Core a few years ago, and GSS coming along the
way, I think that kind of throws me for a loop a bit. I feel like I'm kind of starting all over
again. I feel more comfortable now teaching Common Core - I feel very comfortable with
that. I've found a lot of resources over the years, but I would say that probably shook my
confidence there at the beginning … Some confidence comes along with experience and
doing it for so many years. (T2)
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She clarifies her point stating that she was fortunate her teaching placement remained consistent
for many years. In other words, she had not been moved to another grade level for a long time.
This allowed her to gain experience in one grade level for over a decade. However, she did add
that new materials and standards impacted her level of confidence for a period of time until she
gained more experience working with those new initiatives.
Ten out of 25 teachers discussed mastery experiences within general teaching experience
and length of time teaching one subject area, one grade level, or the same curriculum for periods
of time. The longer a teacher spends time teaching in the field and in the classroom, the more
time a teacher has to build numerous successes, to learn from trial and error, and to build a
positive sense of teacher self-efficacy as proposed by Bandura (1997).

Student Academic Achievement

Student growth. Nine out of 25 teachers discussed mastery experiences in terms of how
much academic growth and success their students experienced as a direct result of their teaching.
For these nine teachers, student success was critical to their perceived teaching efficacy and level
of confidence. Teachers believed that if their students succeeded academically, they too
succeeded as teachers. For these teachers, student success is a product of teacher success and
mastery.
Teacher 1 reflects that she feels she is doing the right thing when she reviews her
students’ achievement results. She expresses that she also feels she is making a difference which
contributes to her level of high confidence as a teacher. She said,
It really helped me to be confident and to see the results. Constantly monitoring them and
seeing the growth that they are making from week to week to trimester to trimester from
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beginning to the end, it makes you see that I am making a difference and I'm seeing
growth. It makes me stronger in what I'm doing is the right thing. (T1)
Teacher 1 indicates that seeing the results of her students provides her with confidence
that she is doing the moral or “right thing” by her students. Student achievement growth is
important to her perceived sense of confidence.
Teacher 2 responds similarly by stating, “Just assessing the students and seeing their
growth. That obviously makes me feel like what I'm doing is moving them in the right direction”
(T2).
Student growth, for several of the teacher participants, is synonymous with being a good
teacher. In later discussions, several participants explained the pressure of high stakes testing and
being rated as a good teacher based on student test scores. The teachers indicated they believe
test scores directly reflect the quality of their teaching as indicated in the following statement:
The end result of the kids' growth is what makes me feel like a good teacher. If I see a
difference in how they were at the beginning of the school year to how they are at the end
of the school year, that makes me feel like I did something right. Their growth in general,
not just student growth data. (T9)
The quality of their teaching is also self-determined by the amount of student growth the student
reveals over periods of time.
The next participant discussion is related to the teacher’s perception and subjective
conclusion that the student learned and understood the concept being taught by stating that “they
got it.” She said,
When they get it. When I'm talking about something and I might bring up something and
they're like, oh I remember that or the posters are already down because we're done with
that subject. We flip flop social studies and science. They're like we learned all about
that. But they still remember it or they remember something. And it's like yes, that’s
when I feel that they got it. (T13)
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Achievement is more a product and reflection of the teacher’s hard work than a reflection of a
test score. Growth in this case is determined by classroom and student observation from the
lesson. Another teacher stated, “Seeing the hard to reach students or my lowest students be
successful is my gauge of success and confidence” (T14).
The next participant explained several points of deduction in determining teaching
success. She explains that:
When my kids are successful . . . that's a great question. When they're doing well I know
they are successful. When they're, like the data wise, when they're showing progress in
their data. When they're happy to be at school. When their motivation increases or their
social emotional, they've been struggling with something and then they're able to handle
it. It's those little wins that you see every day. Those are the points that make me feel
successful. (T15)
She describes not only student growth from the data, but also the emotional and personal
effect of each student when they come to school as “happy.” She continues to describe success
can be indicated by an increase in student motivation and a growing ability to persevere through
the work. For this teacher, these points contribute to a higher degree of teacher self-efficacy.
To other teachers, assessment measures unrelated to standardized tests play a role in
building teacher self-efficacy. The next teacher discussed the use of writing assessments in the
form of paragraph development over the period of one year:
I just look at where my kids come to me as 1st graders and they are truly are babies,
really. They come in and full-day kindergarten has made a huge difference. When they
come into me, they, and just now we put our portfolios together today where I kept
writing samples from the beginning of the school year all the way throughout. I mean
they're able to write paragraphs on their own now. It's just amazing the way, I know
they're able to read. I mean, a lot of them come to me not able to read. I observe their
progress. I observe them feeling more confident about themselves and that is worth
everything in the world to me. (T20)
She explained that many of the students are unable to read at the start of the school year but are
able to read by the end. She also describes growth in student confidence as another indicator to
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teacher self-efficacy – the greater the student self-confidence, the greater the teacher selfefficacy.
The next teacher interview continues along the same line of thinking. Teacher 22
describes two concepts that indicate teacher success leads to high teacher self-efficacy for her:
Two things: First, there is the pulse of your actual lesson. How the student interacted,
your timing and everything is huge. Also, my exit slips and how my students do on them.
I think it's amazing how it seems like the students are getting it with you, and then when
you give them something completely independent and don't help them in any way, how
they do. When they do well on the exit slips, I clearly taught them well since they know
how to do it on their own. Those are the two biggest things that affect my confidence.
(T22)
The pulse indicates the emotional feel of the lesson; that it performed well in terms of the
response of the students. Exit slips are formative assessment measures usually given at the end of
a lesson to determine if students leave with understanding the mains concepts outlined in the
lesson objective.
Teacher 23 concludes the interview discussion by highlighting many of the points listed
by the other participants but adds a few more components to the list – student placement and
parents. She explains:
I think the things I mentioned earlier [test results, MAP scores, growth in individual
students, placement of students at [middle school name] and then getting feedback from
teachers about how they are doing] as well as feedback from parents, especially from
parents whose children had struggled in math before. (T23)
This teacher reflects on her experiences when her students are placed in higher level classes at
the next grade level. To this teacher, advanced placement or accelerated classes assigned to her
students are a reflection of good teaching. In addition, this teacher considers parent responses as
another indicator of successful work with students leading to positive teacher self-efficacy.
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Student reactions. Teacher response data from the transcripts continues to reflect other
achievement measures in addition to standardized test data. Teacher 3 explains that it is the
reaction of the kids that determines successful teaching over time. She explains:
I would say the reaction of the kids. They don't want to leave for the weekend. What kid
doesn't like Friday? I'm the one who's, "Woo! Friday!" And they're saying, "We don't
wanna go." That's weird, but I must be doing something right if they don't want to leave.
I'd say that and the data growth obviously. Seeing that they are learning. If they weren't
learning I wouldn't feel confident. (T3)
She points out that the emotional reaction of students when they express their desire to remain at
school, even when it’s a Friday afternoon, is an indicator that she is doing something right. This
is an indicator that students are learning and then she would not be as confident otherwise.
Teacher 4 provides another example of the same concept:
It's totally the kids. When I see them having "Aha!" moments or synthesizing things
together, when I see them completely engaged in something, then I feel effective. I use
them as my biggest judge. (T4)
Teacher 7 contends that the students’ reactions give her the most confidence as an
effective instructor:
What gives me the most confidence is how my students react to me and my relationship
with them. When they say, "Oh, now I get it!" and they have enthusiasm, and during
teacher appreciation week they give me cards thanking me for teaching them, I feel like
an effective teacher. That's the most important for me. (T7)
Her perceived confidence is not measurable by any test score and is solely related to the
relationship she has with her students. She described the kind of student reactions that build her
teaching self-efficacy.
During the next interview, the teacher describes data coupled with student reactions as
what makes her think she is doing well as a teacher. She said:
So I get to pair that together with seeing the curriculum and the passion, seeing the kids
light up. Knowing that I'm doing a good job and they love it and they're so excited. I
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know I'm doing good for a couple of things. I think the data and their reactions. If I look
at my students. So I mean that's pretty much where I look the very first. (T16)
Teacher 16 looks first to her students’ emotional reactions to determine whether or not she is
performing well as a teacher. This in turn impacts her self-efficacy as a teacher.
Both Teacher 17 and Teacher 18 provide further descriptions of non-academic measures
of student success and mastery experiences for teachers. They say:
The kids responding to me the way they do. Those little “aha's” that I can see in their
eyes or that little grin they get in their face where I know we just made that connection
for them. That they got it. (T17)
A lot of the student's responses when you're watching their faces and you can see the
hamster kind of running really fast and all of sudden they get it. Just the light bulbs that
go on in their faces. It really drives my personal instruction because I can see the way I
taught this or the way the verbiage I used they get. (T18)
These student reactions are subjective, but are considered indicators of success by each teacher.
Student engagement. Interview descriptions depict student engagement as a “minds on”
activity when the students are focused on high level thinking related to learning a new skill. The
following teachers believe that when this occurs, it serves as an indicator of teacher success. The
accumulation of student successes engaged in minds on activities contributes to the overall
mastery experience of the teacher. This mastery experience provides high degrees of selfefficacy in the teacher as described in the data.
Teacher 10 provides a quick summary of what gives her confidence as a teacher. She
summarizes:
When I see that the students are engaged, participating, able to answer questions, and
able to come up with their own related questions, then I know they are with me.” She
indicates that it is when students are independently focused on the work that they are
engaged with her as the teacher. (T10)
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Perceiving student engagement more specifically, the next teacher describes student
feedback:
Student feedback. Absolutely. I mean you can see whether you have blank stares or
excitement. [laugh] You can see whether the students come back and say that was
awesome or whether they're staring out the window. That student feedback is everything.
(T11)
She delineates the difference between experiencing blank stares from students and excitement
related to learning. Student feedback with excitement is an indicator of teacher success to this
teacher.
Teacher 12 perceives teacher effectiveness from an emotional perspective. Here she
explains:
I think what makes me believe that I'm an effective teacher more than anything is that
[pause] the amount of kids that come back. And people from my first class come back on
my birthday. I have kids that come back every year on my birthday. I have kids who keep
in contact with me. Write to me - high school kids. Some of my kids are in college. I was
invited to graduation of my first class from high school. (T12)
In this regard, students return to the classroom teacher to see her once again, even after grade
level promotion. This return is interpreted as evidence for good teaching, building confidence or
self-efficacy in the teacher.
Teacher 21 uses similar evidence to determine she is a good teacher. She explains her
example: “I can tell I'm a good teacher when the students are excited to see me.”
Lastly, in addition to test scores, Teacher 24 explains:
So what makes me feel like an effective teacher? Definitely in the scores of my students
tests in class. Also their motivation to learn and keep wanting to learn and wanting more.
The reaction and motivation of my kids builds my confidence. (T24)
It’s the reaction and motivation of her students that builds her confidence. This is what makes
her feel efficacious.
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Positive Experiences with the Teacher Evaluation Process

The next six teachers describe teacher effectiveness in terms of meeting expectations and
positive experiences with the evaluation process. During the following interview, the teacher
explains why she feels like a good teacher:
I think I'm a pretty good teacher. I wouldn't say I'm Excellent because you always want to
do better, but I think you set up your goals and expectations, and if they're met, I would
say you're a pretty good teacher. (T9)
More specifically, it is success through the format of the process and the experience of going
through the process more than once. Part of the process is to set goals and expectations and to
monitor the results of having those goals and expectations. When they are met, she feels
confident as a teacher.
Teacher 12 explains her experience through the evaluation process:
I had been evaluated two years ago because we're on every other year cycle. And I did
well, I met the expectations, and so I think going into the school year I knew what I was
doing was fine. So, I felt good about it. Then after this year, I felt a little better because I
did better this year than I did the first cycle, which was great. I wasn't expecting that.
(T12)
She discussed feeling better about performing better on the evaluation during the second
year of the process. This is another form of self-efficacy information boosting her level of
confidence as a teacher.
In some cases, mastery experience with good evaluation results each year provides some
teachers with confidence as an effective teacher. Teacher 19 said:
I would say that it was still pretty high. Yes, it definitely did get higher as a result of the
evaluation. But, I'm not trying to pat myself on the back, but I've never got a bad
evaluation. So I had that confidence kind of going into the evaluation but through this last
one I was able to get tenure a year early. So now I have way more confidence. (T19)
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This teacher explains that her high level of teacher self-efficacy is determined by never having
had a bad evaluation. As a result, she is more confident.
Uniquely, the following teacher describes her mastery experience with the process itself;
her experience on the evaluation committee allowed her to understand and to the see process
from another perspective. She explains:
I'm in a different situation than most teachers because I'm on the district evaluation
committee. I had experience on the new system because we went from an appraisal
system to an evaluation system, back to an evaluation system. So, I knew the rubric. I had
that background. So, it was very easy for me, but I was still worried. I almost knew too
much. I would over analyze things and make sure I had everything the way it should be
because I wanted, obviously, the highest score. But, my confidence was still high. (T1)
In other words, she has knowledge of the new system and the new rubric, allowing her to be
well-prepared for the process. This led to a higher degree of self-efficacy.
Once again, Teacher 8 explains: “This is my first year here. I did my evaluation twice. So
the second time [pause] in a round-about way it went well on every aspect that it could go; it was
a lot different.” She describes the same experience of repeated success on the evaluation cycle.
This participant explains that each time she goes through the process, she gains
confidence in her teaching and self-efficacy. She explained that:
Over five years, I was a first year teacher over and over and over again. So I always had
to do that very grind - one where I'm showing you my grade book and I'm showing you
my goal setting sheets and I'm showing you all these very.... The last evaluation I had
before this one I was very confident I was on the right track but not as confident as I am
this year. I would say, for me, it's based on my experience. Each time I go through the
same format I seem to gain confidence. (T25)
She describes feeling like a first year or novice teacher over and over again because her
experience during the first few years was like learning new information for the first time and
providing basic information of the “grind” of the process - providing artifacts to her evaluator
like the goals sheets and grade book.
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Impact of Evaluator Feedback on Teacher Self-Efficacy

Feedback Frequency

Twenty-two out of 25 teachers said that more frequent feedback from their evaluator
would boost their self-efficacy. In other words, when evaluators, in most cases the principal, visit
classrooms multiple times throughout the year aside for the expected formal observations
necessary to meet the legal requirements of PERA, teacher confidence (self-efficacy) increases.
Teacher 2 explains:
I'd rather people just walk in. I'd rather never do a formal. I get too keyed up on all the
details. Well, of course your nerves are going to do that. But I'd rather people just pop in.
I want them to see what we're doing all the time. If a teacher confirmed I was an excellent
teacher and they were here multiple times, it would definitely help my self-efficacy. It
would build it up more because now I know that I don't have to be in that stage setting of
the formal. We all know that there are some lessons that go better than others, and your
room is not always perfect from time to time. But, if they come in there, and give you
feedback informally, it's definitely going to be a confidence booster. (T2)
Teacher 2 expressed that the pressure of the formal evaluation, which occurs infrequently, would
not be as confidence building as more frequent, less pressure informal observations with frequent
feedback.
Teacher 3 agrees as she said, “I guess if it was a lot more often like that it would because you would be hearing feedback more consistently versus just once a year. They would
have a bigger picture.”
The next interview explains that if she received feedback through to the end of the school
year as opposed to the mid-year mark as required by law, it would make a difference. She said,
I think if I got an Excellent at the end of the year, my confidence would be up even more
going into the summer for the following year. I think it would be a good time to get that
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last conversation with your principal - really at the end of the year. February's not really
the end of the year in my mind. (T4)
The beginning of March is the deadline for the summative evaluation at the end of the evaluation
cycle. She believes that feedback at the end of the year, not ending in February, would build her
level of confidence. Another teacher said, “If I got positive feedback every week it would boost
my confidence. It would be fantastic (T5).”
The next two teachers agree that more frequent informal observations can boost teacher
confidence:
Yes. The more often I get it, even if it's very small, it impacts me. The way it's spoken
matters, too. My principal here now is extremely positive, even when she is giving you
advice, or suggestions. It makes a huge difference as to why I am so accepting of her tips.
(T7)
I'm sure my level of confidence would be a little off if very frequent observations started
happening. I'm also sure it would impact my level of confidence if they only saw me two
days that happened to be bad without having a bunch of other days to balance it out. (T8)
Teacher 8 described feeling that her confidence would be “a little off” with more frequent
observations, due to the pressure, but she would feel most confident obtaining more feedback –
especially since she considers her evaluator to be a very positive person.
An additional two teachers also agreed: “I think more feedback is better. I think more
feedback has an impact on your confidence (T9).” Teacher 10 then stated, “I have to think about
that. I mean if they're in there ten times raving about you that obviously is going to make you
confident.”

The next teacher provides further explanation:
Observations do have an impact on my level of confidence. The thing with the
observations though, I think they are very stressful. [laugh] I'm sure most teachers do.
The informal, I love the feedback, I do. But again with the formal observation, I feel
maybe that was just me, it's the beginning of the year. I had to have my first one within
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ten days of being hired - so just a lot of stress. Having the principal come in a couple
times a week . . . well if I was doing a good job and I was hearing good things or if I was
doing not so good a job. Either way it would have an impact. (T12)
She explained that evaluator feedback, whether providing positives or negatives, will have an
impact on confidence either way. Her confidence level would either be positive or negative.
The following teacher explains that:
Frequency is huge and I think that's one of the problems with the evaluation system. It's
one snapshot and it's not the best. Frequency is the best thing for feedback because this is
when you're catching those little moments. How do you feel successful as a teacher it's
when so and so decided that they wanted to read something today. That's a success story.
So the more administrators are in the classroom and they see those things, that's the
feedback that really makes me feel successful. (T13)
Feedback increases confidence when the evaluator observes the “little moments” throughout the
day through more frequent feedbacks. These little moments are described as short observations
of student success. If the evaluator observes these little moments, the teacher expresses a feeling
of being successful and confident.

General Feedback

The following group of teachers expressed that general feedback from the evaluator
increases confidence. Specifically, they describe the type of general feedback that helps them
improve. For the majority of teacher participants, receiving simple feedback such as what the
evaluator believes was performed well and what could have been performed better provides the
teacher with a sense of confidence. Teacher 3 states:
The things that increase my ability to teach well make me feel the most confident. Those
observations and the conversations we have after my observations, I get the most out of
because that's where I can see the most improvement. (T3)
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This sense of confidence stems from an awareness of knowing where she stands in relation to a
standard measure. The teachers believe that if one knows where she stands in relation to the
measure, one can take confidence in knowing where and how to grow from there.
Teacher 4 extends the explanation by stating:
The written rubric and the conversation after our observations help me the most, and
make me feel the most confident, too. Someone telling you they have observed you and
you've done a good job is really great. You wonder when you're in here alone a lot of the
time if I'm doing a good job; the feedback when we sit down and discuss afterwards what
you did and how you could do better. I've had two principals and both times it was a
conversation. I think that's how it should be. I don't think it should be, "You do this and
this wrong." It should be, "I saw an area for improvement." It wasn't a conversation about
what I did wrong, but about how I can improve. I like that. I like the suggestions. (T4)
She expressed that general feedback includes not only what went well and what did not to
providing information as to how one can improve. She also explains that the conversation about
the rubric (the measure) increases confidence, again providing awareness as to where to grow
from there.
Teacher 4 describes how she feels she needs feedback from her evaluator:
But, I am looking forward to next year and hearing how I am doing from a different
leader. That may be why I am more needy about feedback because I don't have many
conferences with her. She will float around and visit the classroom, but I don't always
hear back about what she saw or thought. It's a really big boost for me to know she's
satisfied with what I am doing in my room. (T4)
Having not received as much feedback in the past, she describes that she is looking forward to
having a new leader hoping that she will receive more feedback – the type of feedback that
would indicate whether or not her new leader is pleased or satisfied with Teacher 4’s
performance.
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Once again, Teacher 5 explains that concrete example of what went well and what could
have gone better is beneficial to the teacher:
I think the evaluation process can be quite subjective, even though they have tried to
make it as objective as possible. I do think that giving concrete examples of what the
principal saw about what worked and what didn't work is very helpful. (T5)
Teacher 5 explains that confidence builds when a teacher is provided with examples of how one
can improve performance. If there are no examples, then the process according to her is only
subjective. Examples would provide a more objective process.
Teacher 7 describes the benefit of receiving specific feedback rather than generic
feedback:
I would say [pause] I think just getting the feedback - getting valid, not just like not
generic feedback. I think the more in depth feedback whether it's good or bad. Because
then you know what you did. If it's good, well I'm going to keep doing that even if it's not
the same lesson. Ok, this was a good thing or you were able to think on your feet and that
was noticed. So that also feels good. So getting reliable feedback will boost my
confidence. If someone comes in and says just “great job” . . . well what's great? What
did I do? Generic feedback is useless because then [pause] what good is it? (T7)
Specific feedback provides an in-depth analysis into what was observed as opposed to generic
comments such as “great job.” Specific feedback offers clarity in relation to the standard
measure found within the evaluation process.
Teacher 8, on the other hand, expressed that positive reinforcement is what helps her feel
most confident:
Well most confident [pause]. It's the positive reinforcement that somebody thinks you're
doing a good job - [laugh] the pat on the back, or the acknowledgment that you're doing a
good job I guess is the thing that you like the most. (T8)
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For some teachers, the simple process of sitting down individually with the principal
makes the difference in confidence. Teacher 11 describes the impact of words including written
feedback that is meaningful to her.
I like sitting down with my principal and getting that individual feedback from him and
hear him say, when you did this I could see the kids really responding to this. That really
helps me as a teacher to know that another educator saw this and it was effective and he
agreed. That's really helpful for me. Definitely the written feedback, too, but I think
words definitely, for me at least, they're a little more meaningful to hear. (T11)
Teacher 11 expresses the need for words of affirmation but in the relational manner of simply
hearing it or receiving it in written form by the evaluator. To her, this would build her sense of
efficacy as a teacher.
Teacher 12 explains that it’s the informal feedback and the conversation that
accompanies quick observations that boosts her confidence in her teaching. She contends:
I think it's partly the informal observations and I have yet to receive a written information
observation. [laugh] You know . . . the form that says they're going to use it. I haven't
received one yet in the past three years. But it’s just the kind of, if the administrator
comes in the room and there, you can tell that they're pleasantly surprised. There's some
reaction and then they make a comment about it to you later. Oh, that was really great.
It's just the informal side of it. It doesn't have to be an informal observation it's the
conversation. Even if it's a, hey I really liked that. I think the more they do that it boosts
my confidence level. (T12)
It’s when the evaluator performs a quick observation then shortly after provides feedback. When
the feedback is quick and informal she feels a sense of accomplishment and success as a teacher.
Teachers 16 and 17 describe how it impacts their confidence when the evaluator notices
or acknowledges a job well done. They said:
I would say just really [name] feedback and he deeply wants me to succeed and is very...
When you're doing your job and doing what you're supposed to and he sees that, he
makes it known to you and that is really, really valuable as an employee. Because I know
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that not all principals are like that and to be noticed for the work that you're putting and
the results that you're producing makes all the difference in the world. The feedback, the
words of affirmation both written and verbal boosts my confidence level. (T16)
Ok, so what makes me most confident from the evaluation process is [pause] I guess
probably the summative where the administrator kind of notices or talks to you and
notices things that maybe you wouldn't. I guess my confidence of them not noticing what
I have to do brings my confidence down, but some of the things you don't think that they
notice will boost you back up. But a lot of the things we do in the classroom go
unnoticed. So that kind of brings your confidence down like I'm doing all of this and it's
not being noticed. (T17)
In addition to the conversation that takes place within the post conference of the evaluation
cycle, positive feedback for these teachers is when the evaluator affirms good work. To the
contrary, negative feedback for these teachers is when the evaluator does not notice what the
teacher believes is good work. To them, it can impact confidence one way or the other.
Teacher 22 explains that the final post-conference makes the biggest difference:
I think the part that gives me the most benefit, the other side of that is when the evaluator
says quite honestly towards the end when you kind of do the wrap-up piece. I really liked
when you did this. These are the exact words I liked. Then she takes that narrative that
drives me batty and she actually uses that narrative to tell me that was a good thing to do.
That piece of evaluator feedback is absolutely important to my confidence level. (T22)
What is most important to this teacher in terms of evaluator feedback and the part of the process
that she describes as driving her “batty” with fear is the final summative written report which
serves as the concluding remarks at the end of the evaluation process.

Feedback Decreasing Confidence

Teacher 4 states what some of the teachers have stated earlier - that feedback can either
increase confidence or decrease confidence. She stated, “It would be the feedback and the rating
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- if I was unhappy with that. That would bring down my confidence. It can bring you up or it can
bring you down.” In this case, she feels that if she was unhappy with feedback or felt the
feedback negatively reflected her performance that feedback would bring her confidence
“down.”
The next four teachers describe how inaccurate or subjective evaluator feedback
decreases teaching confidence. Teacher participants have described their sensitivity to whether or
not evaluator opinion reflects what really occurred in the classroom. Often, evaluators may
interpret events differently than the teacher who works in the classroom and works with the same
students every day. They describe their experiences:
You put a lot of thought and time into what you are going to show the principal during
your evaluation. What makes me the least confident is when you sit there and don't feel
the feedback is accurate and when there is only constructive criticism and nothing about
the parts that are really good. I wish it was more flexible and they looked more for your
connection with your students and how you engage with your students. (T18)
I think the subjectivity. Luckily for the last three years I've had a principal that I get along
with great and is very down-to-earth - very objective. I do believe and respect what he
says. There are no ulterior motives to what he's saying. The person who is being the
evaluator is always a question - are they being objective? Are there any hidden agendas
or motivations as to how they are evaluating me? (T20)
What makes me the least confident is that there are no checks and balances. It really is
what that evaluator says, and only what that evaluator says, whether it's true or not. I have
been in a situation where it was a flat out lie, and I don't have any recourse. I could add a
letter to it, but at the end of the day, when you're non-tenured and they can let you go for
any reason, I might as well not even make the end of the year not terrible. I have no
confidence in them. That person can truly say whatever they want. It's kind of our issue,
too. (T21)
Least confident is because it's just so subjective. I mean if the person how they feel about
or how their take on you. So the subjectivity of it makes me least comfortable. People,
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their principals or whoever is human. I mean it does have a lot to do with sometimes how
they feel about you or their take on you. So that worries me the most. (T24)
The teachers describe a sense of distrust that both the evaluator and the teacher can interpret
events in the same way. These teacher participants describe the process as being subjective – a
reality to them which makes them feel least confident about their own teaching practice when
receiving evaluator feedback.
The following three teachers explained that the short formal observation decreases their
confidence:
The point I feel least confident with is that formal snippet. It's like if something goes
wrong or if it doesn't go as well as you planned. I don't want that one, you're not excellent
in these categories and that's not the most effective I guess. So that's when I feel the most
nervous. (T17)
I don't know if I can really think of anything in particular. I don't know if this is really
what you're talking about, but my confidence in principals really being able to see
everything in the evaluation process. I think it would be a lot better if they were able to
have more than just one or two 45 minute lessons observed. I think that is really
important even if you have a principal that's coming in informally and knows what's
going on to think that they're evaluating you. (T19)
Even though I don't necessarily like to be observed, what makes me feel the least
confident is not having more observations. I know it's not possible time-wise, but
sometimes I feel that the moments they are seeing are not necessarily the best reflection
of what is really going on. For example, in my last observation it was noted that the kids
weren't speaking loud enough. But, the student was brand new, and then a stranger walks
in. Under the circumstances there is no way they are going to speak loudly. (T25)
To these teachers, it is not enough time to capture the true essence of the teachers’ performance.
To them, confidence can decrease if they are having one bad day and the formal observation falls
on that one bad day. Like other teachers who discussed the frequency of observation earlier in
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this discussion, these three teachers agree that feedback based on less observations decreases
teaching confidence.
Teacher 3 summarizes the contention of most participants in saying:
I think sometimes there is a lack of constructive commentary. It's not that it makes me
feel less confident, but I would like to hear something that I could work on. It would
boost my confidence to hear more specific feedback. (T3)
Teacher 3 simply describes her desire in what she desires from the feedback – more ideas
regarding how to improve and be a better teacher.
There is agreement among 18 of 25 teachers that the lack of specific feedback that each
can use to improve their teaching diminishes teaching confidence. There is also a common thread
of agreement that more frequent observations with “constructive commentary” as stated by
Teacher 3 would serve to increase teaching confidence in the end.

Feedback Impacts Confidence

Altogether, 23 of 25 participants agree that evaluator feedback, whether positive or
negative, affects teaching confidence. The following group of teacher participants expresses
strong emotion related to evaluator feedback.
Teacher 4 describes a common phrase used among administrators in her school district.
This common phrase, “a certain amount,” indicates that administrators can only assign a limited
number of Excellent ratings to teachers. She explained:
I think some of the comments are almost like they're searching for something to say that
could be a little negative. We've even been told sometimes that the district expects a
certain amount of Excellents, a certain amount of Proficients. Just hearing that, you're
kind of like, "What?" Where do I fall in that, and does it matter? Hearing things like that
does affect me. (T4)
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In other words, it does not matter if the teacher performed well. If there are a limited number of
Excellent ratings available, teaching performance is irrelevant to the final rating assigned to the
teacher – a sense of meaninglessness to the process according to Teacher 4.
Teacher 7 describes her frustration about not receiving clear feedback. She desired to
know what she did wrong and was not given clear direction on how to change. Not having clear
direction affected her confidence:
Absolutely. I had a terrible experience in another district. My feedback was very general.
I was unable to meet the standards, but I couldn't figure out what I had done wrong, and
they were unable to tell me what I had done wrong. I left with no confidence whatsoever
that I was ever going to be able to be a good teacher. I felt it was inaccurate, but it was
still a huge hit to my confidence. Part of it was that I didn't know what I had done wrong.
I got a general, "You're just not where we want you to be," but what does that mean? (T7)
Teacher 7, once again, highlights the opinion of most of the teacher participants that general
feedback offering no specific examples about what and how to improve performance, decreases
teacher self-efficacy.
Teachers 10 and 11 agree that evaluator feedback can affect one’s confidence both
positively or negatively:
Yes. I like when I feel that something went well and it gets echoed by my evaluator. That
boosts my confidence because not only did I do well, but I'm on point with my selfanalysis. To me that's almost more important than doing what's right. If you have an
evaluation where I think something went really well, but the evaluator picked something
else, it's kind of a bummer. Feedback from the evaluator can affect my confidence either
positively or negatively. (T10)
Yes, their feedback does affect my confidence. If they give me a positive example, it lets
me know I'm on the right track. The verbal affirmation boosts my confidence a little bit.
If they have suggestions as to how I could have done something better, I wouldn't say it
hurts my confidence. I welcome that good feedback for me for the future. (T11)
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These two teachers describe feedback impacting confidence despite whether the feedback is
positive or negative.
The next two teachers relate positive evaluator feedback to students receiving positive
feedback from their teacher. They stated:
I think it does boost up people's confidence. It boosts up my confidence. When the
domains are being covered, and you're going by the book, and you're doing what you're
being told to do, and you met that goal, it makes you feel good. It's a nice pat on your
back - you did what you were told to do. It's the same as when you see your kids do a
good job. If you tell them they followed the rules and they did everything you wanted
them to do, they did a good job. (T12)
For sure, just like our students. Positive reinforcement. [laugh] Positive feedback. It's the
same thing. People respond to what they're doing well and know that's something I want
to continue. And then when you're hearing all of those things, like yes I'm doing this.
Yes, I've got this. Then you're more willing, I feel like I'm more willing like alright now
what am I going to tackle next now that I have x, y and z in place. Especially when you're
a beginning teacher you need that. Your first year you're grasping for anything that's
going well. (T20)
In their explanation, it is the same type of effect a teacher observes in the classroom. If students
need positive reinforcement, they explain that teachers need positive reinforcement as well.
The next three teachers explain the effect of evaluator feedback:
Oh, absolutely what my boss thinks about me has an impact on my confidence level.
Absolutely. Whether I get an excellent or proficient any more necessarily doesn't. No,
fortunately my principal usually gets what I'm doing so I believe in the feedback that I
receive. (T11)
I would say absolutely. Because when I hear a good feedback you're like alright. All this
work and effort I'm putting in. It's being recognized by someone that's professional and
expert. Right? And so not only can my kids get it, that's awesome but if it's but if it's
valid like a trusted professional is seeing the good, then yeah. (T13)
Yes, it affects me and yes I would always try to make sure that whoever the administrator
is getting the right impression of what I'm doing in here. And hopefully they see the
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positive things that are happening. If they didn't, I guess I would feel the need to defend
myself a little bit but not to an extreme. (T14)
The teachers simply add to the beliefs of the others that feedback affects teaching confidence;
each one expressing a definitive response of “absolutely” or “yes” in answering the protocol
question related to whether or not evaluator feedback affects confidence.
The following two teachers describe their relationship to their evaluator or principal:
Yes. I think it does because I respect my principal. My evaluator this year, I have high
respect for her as a teacher and so what she says is going to have an impact on me. To
have that other set of eyes in here to see things that sometimes I may not have noticed. So
if they were to come in and say, oh you're doing horrible. Yes, that would affect my
confidence [laugh] because I respect what they have to say and what feedback they're
going to give me and how I'm going to use that information. If I didn't respect my
evaluator it wouldn't affect my confidence. (T15)
Oh yeah. Definitely I think that because, this could be different district, different people.
The relationship that I have with the evaluator, I truly respect what that person is telling
me. Actually I've had two different ones. Both of them, in that sense, when they say that
was a good thing right there then I take that back and say if I did that there I can do this
over here. I can transfer that information. So to me, yes that does boost my confidence
when they pinpoint something that I've done. (T16)
In addition to the general feedback from the evaluator, the degree to which the evaluator is
respected impacts the degree to which the teachers’ teaching confidence is impacted. If the
teacher respects the evaluator, the teacher upholds the evaluator’s feedback in high regard. In so
doing, the teachers express there is a greater impact on confidence level.
Altogether, this section may be summarized by this final teacher statement. Throughout
the data, teachers expressed an emotional impact to receiving feedback from an authority figure
such as the evaluator. The following teacher said, “It shouldn't, but it does. We all care about the
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opinions of others, especially those we look up to. That may just be my personality. I hated to get
a B in school - B's are bad” (T19).

Impact of Evaluation Ratings on Teacher Self-Efficacy

For the following teachers, strong emotions accompany evaluation ratings. Twenty-four
out of twenty-five said the rating impacts their level of teaching confidence. Much like evaluator
feedback, the ratings, especially the final summative rating, are noted by teacher participants to
affect confidence either positively or negatively. If the rating is high, Excellent or Proficient,
teacher confidence increases. If the rating is low, Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory, teacher
confidence decreases. Several teacher responses indicate that the rating, even when considered
by the teacher to be an inaccurate reflection of her teaching, still has a significant impact on
teaching confidence. Teacher 5 describes the impact of the rating:
The gravity of the process . . . even if the evaluation was on a bad day, this one number is
supposed to define how I perform and it impacts if we get riffed. My rating becomes me
now, my identity, like a prisoner number. That's the scariest part of it for me. I have
studied, gone to college, and student taught getting ready for this, and then I get reduced
to a number. (T5)
Teacher 5 expresses that she feels defined by the rating. She describes the “gravity” of
the evaluation process because one can be reduced down to a number as a result of one bad day
with one bad evaluation. The rating scares her because she believes the rating is powerful enough
to become her identity despite all other attributes such as her college degree and her experience.
She also believes it can affect her employment by getting “riffed” – terminated as a result of a
reduction in force.
Teacher 7 describes the impact of the words identified with the top two ratings:
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It definitely could if you have a good rating; it would skyrocket your confidence. To me,
Excellent is a good rating. To everyone else in the District, I tell people that Proficient
means you're a great teacher. But to me, I'm not just average. Proficient - they should
have used a better word! Satisfactory, I don't know. The words are just terrible. They
really are, but you know it does mean you're a great teacher if you're Proficient.
However, in my mind, and I don't like saying this because it's uncomfortable, but this is
what I think in my head--I'm so much better than most people. (T7)
She indicates that the term Excellent is associated with being a great teacher. However, she
indicates that the term Proficient is associated with being a satisfactory teacher. She describes the
terms as being “terrible” descriptors for both ratings.
Teacher 17 remarked that she would be affected by a negative rating. “It would if it was
negative. I would be affected - absolutely. And I would look to make change. I always want to
do the best I can at my job . . . always.” The effect, however, would compel her to change her
performance behavior to receive a more positive rating.
Teacher 8 remarked that she would feel confident if she received an Excellent rating. She
said:
Yes. If I get Excellent, I feel confident. I'm doing a good job at it. She sees something in
me with this age group. And I'm confident enough to give it another year next year. Keep
trying it out. If I got Needs Improvement, I would think she was right - it's not for me and
I belong with second grade. I wouldn't want to do it again. I wouldn't want to give it
another round and try it again next year. I would want her to change me back. Even if I
felt the evaluation was inaccurate, I would believe it and take it as truth. Obviously they
saw something in me that needed improvement and I wouldn't fight it. I must have
thought too highly of myself. (T8)
She also explained that if she received a lower rating such as a Needs Improvement, she would
quickly lose confidence in her ability to remain teaching in the same grade level. She also stated
that she would feel the same way even if the final rating did not reflect the true status of her
performance.
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Teacher 4 said she needs positive feedback and feels empowered by receiving an
excellent rating. She explains:
Absolutely, I feel more empowered. The one I got an Excellent in, I'm doing well. So I
pay attention to the one I'm Proficient in and want to get an Excellent in. It gives me
some focus, but it's definitely empowering. Maybe it's just because it's my third year. I'm
not as confident as maybe a 20 year teacher is. I need that positive feedback. (T4)
Teacher 4 explained that positive feedback empowers her to keep working toward
improvement - changing proficient ratings to excellent ratings.
The next three teachers describe that the rating affects teaching confidence even if the
final rating is inaccurate. Teachers 13 and 15 indicate the power of the rating itself. Teacher 9
explains that it is similar to receiving a final grade on a report card, also indicating the emotional
impact of a grading system. All three explain.

The summative review does affect your confidence. If I feel the rating is inaccurate, I try
to not let it ruin my spirit, but it is hurtful and disappointing. If it's something you agree
with, you have to take it and learn from it and try to change it. But, if it's not accurate, it
still affects me, even though there is a whole protocol to go through to try to get an
explanation if you disagree. (T13)
I think it does. I mean you want to feel that you're doing a good job and to have someone
[pause] kind of tell you are doing a good job. That affects your confidence. Yes. It would
affect it greatly if it's not accurate. Yes, greatly impact my confidence if it's a final rating
that is low but based on inaccurate information. (T15)
Teacher 13 and 15 report that the rating is powerful in that it makes no difference whether the
process is accurate or not; the rating still impacts their level of confidence. Teacher 9 explained,
“Oh yeah. Well because that's like your final grade - your report card, right, like your final
grade.” Teacher 2 describes the feeling of receiving the final rating by saying, “Yes, I felt really
great after I got that last rating. I felt pretty darn good about myself after that.” Each of these
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teachers described the powerful impact of the rating on confidence even if or when the rating in
inaccurate.
The following three teachers explain that the final rating impacts their confidence
whether the final rating is Excellent or Proficient or if the final rating is lower. They explain:
It absolutely affects my confidence. And [name] has even said that he's kind of seen me, I
mean, my first year I knew my place as a first year teacher. I wanted to see how things
worked at [school] and now with more confidence I have really wanted to be more
involved in the school. (T2)
If it was negative it would affect me in a very big way. When it comes to the positive
ratings, it feels good to have a really Excellent rating, but it doesn't feel terrible to have a
Satisfactory one. And we were told over and over again Satisfactory is good. You don't
live in Excellent, you just visit it. (T3)
I have not received an overall rating of Excellent. We have been told you live in
Proficient and you visit Excellent. You can't expect to be Excellent. I feel that's a downer
on your confidence to begin with. If you're told you can't get Excellent, then why is it on
there? Shouldn't we want to strive for that? To me, it's confusing to have a possible rating
of Excellent, but to not expect to get that. I'm told this is my rating, and I'll keep trying to
do better, but I'll live there. I'm told I'm not going to live in Excellent. (T5)
Teachers 2 and 3 describe how the final rating impacts confidence and how they feel about it.
Teacher 5, however, describes the impact of the evaluator’s philosophy that only some teachers
are capable of receiving an Excellent rating and that most must receive a Proficient rating. She
explains that this impacts her teaching confidence in knowing that she may never receive a rating
she feels reflects an excellent teacher.
Teacher 16 clearly stated that, “If it was a low rating, I'm sure I would feel bummed out. I
would wonder what was wrong with me and why it was so low. I would doubt myself and
wonder if I should even be here.” She felt her confidence would significantly decrease with a
lower rating.
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Teacher 22 provides a personal narrative to describe how the rating impacts her
confidence whether the rating is accurate or inaccurate. She said:
It does have an impact on your confidence if feedback is accurate or inaccurate. I'll give
you an example actually. There was one time, by the luck of the draw, I got evaluated
after a four or five day weekend. And you know how kids are. It was a Tuesday and they
had been gone since the Wednesday before. They're not remembering the material. That
first day back after a long weekend you should be able and I just felt the whole thing.
And even though I knew in my head ok there's a million reasons why this didn't go as
well as it should have. What I took home was well shoot. You know even though I can
justify it saying it was their first day back, they didn't remember the material or because
they were tired and sleepy after that just getting back. They didn't just converse as much
or didn't have classroom participation. I knew logically I could justify just asking for a
different one. But instead how can your confidence not. It's that I failed. Yeah, the final
evaluation rating does affect your confidence level. (T22)
She described a classroom situation when events did not go according to the plan while she was
formally observed for evaluation. As a result, she received a poor rating because she and her
students had an unusually bad day. She described feeling like she failed although she knew it
was just one day of the year.
Teachers 18 and 19 explain the rating could still impact teaching confidence even if they
considered the final rating to be inaccurate. Both teachers continued to explain:
No, I would like to think, but just my personality, I would like to think that I would have
the [pause] self-esteem and self-awareness to say you know what he's wrong and blah,
blah, blah. But it would get to me. It would bother me if it was inaccurate. [laugh] (T18)
If it was not accurate I think it would have an impact on my confidence level. But then
again I would have to go back and think about what kind of criticism did I get. Was it
constructive? Was it real? Was it reliable? Was it just you said things that were wrong? I
would disagree with you at that time. I'd have to think about how valid your review was
from the beginning. And if I didn't really agree with from the beginning yeah that rating
would bother me and probably hurt my confidence. But I think more of not so much as
wow; I really suck as a teacher, [laugh] but more like wow I hope don't get fired. (T19)
Both of these teachers explained the impact of the rating on confidence, but also added feeling
frustrated about the inaccuracy of the final rating. Teacher 19 explained further that she would

109

not only feel like she was a bad teacher, but that she would start to worry about whether or not
she would retain her employment as a result of a poor rating.
The next section expands on the thoughts of multiple teacher participants who considered
Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory negative ratings that would have a significant impact on
their confidence.

The Impact of Needs Improvement and Unsatisfactory on Self-Efficacy

Nine teacher participants discuss the impact of receiving the bottom two ratings, Needs
Improvement or Unsatisfactory. All nine express strong emotion conveying there would be a
significant impact to teaching confidence if they received either of these ratings. Teacher 6
describes how the emotional impact of receiving the bottom two ratings could stop her from
wanting advice because it would “rock her confidence.” She explains:
Well, obviously, Needs Improvement would really shake me. I mean, Unsatisfactory is
the worst, but Needs Improvement… If it was inaccurate, I would fight it and then ask for
another administrator to evaluate me. If the second evaluator said the same thing, then
that would really rock my confidence. I would have to really ask why I was still here if I
can't be effective. I've seen people go down that road and they're always unaware. My
hope would be that if I got to that point, that I would have confidence enough to really
take someone's advice and follow it and really look. But sometimes when you're at that
point you're too far gone, you really don't see it at all. And I'm hoping that if I got to that
point, even though it would really rock my confidence, that I would be a strong enough
individual to say, "OK. Now if I have to keep working, then I need to suck it up a little bit
and get help from people that I would never have asked for help from before. (T6)
Teacher 6 discussed the impact of questioning herself if she received either of the bottom two
ratings. She described hoping she would have an opportunity to improve, but then she wondered
if she performed that poorly whether or not she would see her faults – the concept of being “too
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far gone.” She explained that she would hope she would get help from others. Altogether, the
bottom two ratings would “shake” her confidence level.
The next teacher goes as far as to state that a low rating would “destroy” her confidence.
Near the end of her explanation, she continues to describe the impact of receiving a low rating as
being “crushed.” She stated:
A low rating would destroy my confidence. Unsatisfactory or Needs Improvement would
kill me. It would hurt my confidence, but would motivate me to try harder. Maybe it's
because this is my second career and I gave it a lot of thought. I am 100% in as opposed
to my first career. I'm much more motivated. I want to do my absolute best. So, a high
rating makes me confident and ready to go, and a low rating would--well, a low rating
would crush me. (T4)
Teacher 4 added that she is motivated as a teacher since teaching is her second career, but she
also indicates that a low rating would demotivate her as a result of losing her teaching
confidence.
The next teacher describes the impact of receiving a low rating as not only affecting
confidence but also affecting her desire to come to work:
If I had gotten one of the bottom two, Unsatisfactory or Needs Improvement, it would
really affect my confidence and motivation to come to work. Proficient does seem like it's
just getting by. It's like a C. A lot of teachers are perfectionists and want to do their best.
Yet, I think a lot of teachers actually personally lack the confidence, and they need that
build up. So, if they get a lower rating than expected, they do take offense. (T9)
She continued to explain that teachers take offense if they receive either Needs Improvement or
Unsatisfactory. To her, a lower rating is like getting a C, a problem for teachers who she believes
are perfectionists by nature.
Teacher 7 adds another component to the potential impact on teaching confidence. She
explains:
Well unsatisfactory, needs improvement that would just devastate me. Yes, because even
if it's inaccurate that's still counts as. I think it's two-fold. I think first for me is that it
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could affect my job. Because now if they have to RIF or if they have to it doesn't matter
how long I've been here. They're taking from the bottom pool. (T7)
In addition to feeling that the bottom two ratings would “devastate” her, she continues to explain
the fear associated with losing her job as result of receiving a low rating. To her, this fact adds a
secondary impact on teaching confidence.
Teacher 3 explains that the bottom two ratings would have an impact on teaching
confidence, but only if she respected the evaluator and felt the feedback was reliable.
Needs Improvements and oh my gosh the Unsatisfactory. Yeah, my confidence would be
shot a little bit. But in my particular predicament where I have a good principal and I
think her feedback is reliable I would really question wow how can I fix this, how can I
change? Yes the latter. It wouldn't affect me much the positive. If I was excellent . . . like
that's still her opinion. I would rationalize the need improvement or unsatisfactory first of
course. What's my relationship with that person? If I have a very negative relationship
with that person then I wouldn't take it too much to heart. It wouldn't affect my
confidence if it was inaccurate or negative or really subjective. If it was accurate then yes
it would affect my confidence level. That would definitely affect me. It depends on the
situation. (T3)
Teacher 3 explained that she would “rationalize” the reason why she received a low rating. To
her, a negative relationship with her principal evaluator would cause the assignment of a poor
evaluation rating.
Teacher 1 explained the bottom two ratings would impact her teaching confidence and as
a result she would question herself. She explained:
Yes, the lower two. That's not acceptable if I got a needs improvement or an
unsatisfactory. I would feel awful about myself. What am I doing? Should I be here? Am
I damaging these students? Am I not meant to be here? If my evaluator was an idiot and
gave me a needs improvement or an unsatisfactory it would still have an impact on me. It
would stink. (T1)
Not only would she question herself, she would question whether or not she should continue in
the profession of teaching. She would also wonder if she was “damaging” or hurting her
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students. Her confidence would be dramatically affected by receiving one of the bottom two
ratings.
The next 10 teachers simply corroborate the evidence that either of the bottom two
ratings would have a significant impact on teaching confidence. Several of the following teachers
use terms such as devastated, defeated, or crushed to describe the emotional impact to their
confidence. Teacher 21 stated:
Yeah, sure. [crosstalk] I would be pretty cranky at that if I received a bad rating. I would
be pretty motivated to figure out what I was doing, changing. [laugh] If my evaluator
rated me Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory I think it would still impact my
confidence level. I really do. I think it would. Even though I would think that given the
structure of our evaluation system and the training that our people go through. If I
received Needs Improvement, the next day I would be beside myself. (T21)
Teacher 21 also explained that she assumes the evaluation system is reliable given the structure
and training of the process for evaluators.
The next teacher expresses that she would quit if she received a rating of unsatisfactory –
that she would put in her “two weeks” notice. Here she uses the term “suck” to describe her level
of confidence in her teaching.
Well, Unsatisfactory, I would probably quit. [laugh] If I got that, I would truly believe I
was not meant to be a teacher. If my evaluation was a mixture of Unsatisfactory and
Needs Improvement, I think I would be putting in my two weeks. I don't know what I
would do because I would be so embarrassed. I think I would just take it to heart and
believe I suck. (T23)
Teacher 23 felt so strongly that if she received either of the bottom two ratings, her confidence
level would be so low she would believe she is not meant to be a teacher.
Teacher 2 expressed that she would try to change so she could improve her level of
teaching confidence; however, if she received a top rating she would be motivated to change
also. She explained:
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If it was down, I would definitely be affected by that. I would look for feedback as to
what needed that much improvement. I would look to change what I was doing and make
myself feel better, definitely. I would be highly motivated to do that. And if it was on the
good end of things, I would just try to continue what I was doing - grow with the change
that comes in. (T2)
Teacher 2 explained that her confidence and motivation would be affected as she would either
attempt to improve or continue doing a good job.
Teacher 8 described that the best place for her to be is in the middle:
The lowest one [Unsatisfactory]. It would be crushing. Hopefully, not all areas would be
there so I could look at other areas I was good at. It would be so crushing to know I really
stink at that area, though. It wouldn't bother my classroom behaviors, but it does
personally. I've learned to separate those. Excellents scare me too because I come from
that school of thought were I know I could always be better. If I got Excellent I would be
worried that I was going to fall to the next level. It's almost like the Excellent makes me
feel less confident, like the rat wheel just sped up. I'm totally happy being in the middle you can go up or down. Being at the top, there is only one way to go. I have heard people
who have fallen from Excellent and they are crushed. (T8)
She expressed that she would be “crushed” by a negative rating, but she would also lose teaching
confidence by receiving an Excellent rating. She felt that the higher the rating, the higher one can
fall. She described her feeling related to receiving ratings on either end.
The next teacher agrees that a rating on either end would have an impact on confidence.
She described:
I think either end of the spectrum would have an impact on your confidence one way or
the other. If I stay around Proficient, my confidence is fine and I feel like a good teacher.
If I got a Needs Improvement, but in my mind the rating wasn't accurate, it would still
affect my level of confidence because that would be going in my file. Even if it's
inaccurate, would still be bad - it's still what the evaluator saw and what they think. (T25)
Again, Teacher 25 explained that her confidence would be affected even if the evaluation was
inaccurate. However, if she receives a rating in the middle, Proficient, that would maintain her
high level of confidence.
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The last five teachers continue to explain that the rating has a significant impact on
teaching confidence even if the rating is Excellent. They explained:
Yes, needs improvement. [laugh] I would be devastated. [laugh] Yes my confidence
would be affected - especially because you work so hard and then to see unsatisfactory.
All of this work that I've put in for 180 school days and I'm not good enough. I'm failing
30 or however many students you have. There's a lot of pressure. (T10)
I would feel like I wasn't as good as I thought I was. I would still feel confident that I
know what I'm doing in the classroom but then where was the disconnect. Was it on my
end or what did I do wrong? But I would feel defeated just because that's my personality
to want to achieve that excellence. (T11)
Most significant I think would be needs improvement. Then, second significant wise,
would be excellent. Excellent would tell me that they were kind of wowed. Like, this is
great, like maybe I didn't expect to see this and I did. It's kind of how you see the
student's responses and you see them smile and it makes you smile. The excellent would
make me smile. It would just make me feel like I'm valued and feel worthy of teaching
children. (T13)
Yes, it would have an effect on my confidence. I think that there's a very type A. I am a
perfectionist and so if I was excellent, excellent, excellent and then went down to
proficient, even though proficient is fine, I would, definitely my confidence would be
affected. If it went down to proficient and it wasn't accurate with a new evaluator, as
much as I want to say no, I think deep down it would. (T14)
Definitely Unsatisfactory would make me question myself a lot and make me want to fix
it. I would feel a lot less confident. If the evaluator didn't know what they were talking
about and the evaluation was inaccurate, it wouldn't affect my confidence. I would
definitely want to address the issue, but I don't know how I would go about it. (T15)
Evidenced by these teacher experiences, teaching self-efficacy is impacted by teacher evaluation
ratings. In most situations, confidence is positively affected with high to mid-level ratings and
confidence is negatively impacted with low-level ratings. There is also a strong correlation to
motivation as revealed in the next section.
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Impact of Self-Efficacy on Teacher Motivation

Teacher participants were asked several questions related to how high or low levels of
confidence through evaluator feedback impact workplace motivation. However, it is important to
note that I am referring to temporary levels of confidence. This is different from the general level
of confidence teachers expressed as a result of mastery experiences earlier in this chapter.
Twenty-three out of 25 teachers said in most cases one is more motivated when one’s confidence
is high (temporarily) or if one’s confidence is low (temporarily) after receiving evaluator
feedback. When one’s confidence is high, teachers expressed wanting to be more committed and
dedicated to their work. When one’s confidence is low, teachers expressed wanting to change,
improve, or perform better in the future.
Teacher 21 explained her willingness to be more involved and more helpful when one is
feeling confident about teaching. She explained:
I think you're just more willing to be involved. You're more willing to be helpful. You
might be more helpful to help your colleagues. You might be more motivated to reach out
to your students in different ways. I think it goes hand-in-hand. (T21)
To her, confidence and motivation go “hand-in-hand.”
Teacher 16 explained:
It definitely does, yes. I definitely go in with a little extra energy. I don't know, there's
just this . . . I guess energy is the right word. You go in with more energy when you feel
good about your job . . . when you feel good about yourself. (T16)
When Teacher 16 feels most confident, she has more energy to do the work.
The following seven teachers explained the temporary effects of receiving positive
evaluator feedback:
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Very much . . . I think that positive feedback helps me to stay on track. It makes me want
to continue to seek out new resources and materials and go with the flow of what's up and
coming instead of just falling into the same old teacher routine. If my feedback had been
negative, I would certainly take that seriously and strive for change. That would make me
feel very bad about myself. I would be motivated either way. (T4)
In addition to having a desire to “seek out new resources and materials and go with the
flow,” when receiving positive feedback, Teacher 4 added that she would feel bad about herself
if she received negative feedback. However, she stated she would be motivated either way.
I feel the feedback does affect my motivation when it matches what I thought. I think,
more importantly, when I talk with her on a day to day basis, and we're problem solving
student or issues, I feel that's much more effective in improving my motivation. Popping
into her office and talking through a problem in far more motivating. The feedback is
more immediate. (T16)
Teacher 16 stated that positive feedback affects her motivation if it matches what she
thought. To her, matching her thoughts is interpreted as the evaluator and teacher agreeing on
levels of performance. She also explained the positive effects of receiving immediate feedback.
The principal's feedback affects me greatly - both my confidence and motivation to come
to work. She is always happy and laughing. She recognizes my participation and writes
up informal evaluations for things she catches us doing that are good for the kids. She
makes a big deal about the simple things that can make a difference. (T12)
Teacher 12 considers feedback to be positive when the principal is positive and when the
principal “writes up” informal evaluations. Informal evaluations are more frequent and
immediate than formal evaluations or observations.
Yes, feedback but even with just a staff meeting or something. You guys are doing a
really good job and I see this is going on. I come into the rooms and that's going on. I
mean, that too is feedback about what's going on. I see your class is walking quietly in
the hall. It's part of getting them to listen to get them to walk in the halls without talking.
So that's informal feedback too. That provides some motivation for me. I mean, we have
a really good principal. (T9)
When you get feedback and you're feeling good and that you have a good relationship,
and they recognize the work you're doing, you do feel more motivated to make your
workplace great. To help the kids learn and help your coworkers on board. When I hear
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feedback from my evaluator, I am more motivated to do more because it gets recognized.
(T11)
I think it motivates teachers in a positive way. It's nice to get the feedback from your
principal. Whether it was "Great job!" or "You can work on this a little" one way or
another it motivates you to some degree. I think you need that opportunity to reflect on
what you just taught and see from another point of view which area you really need to
improve in. But, if your evaluator's feedback was that you're Unsatisfactory altogether,
your motivation would be down. (T5)
Each teacher above describes the temporary effect of receiving what they consider to be
positive evaluator feedback. Several of them, however, added that even when their confidence is
interpreted as temporarily low as a result of what they believed to be negative feedback, they
would still be motivated to “rise to the challenge” as Teacher 4 states later.
The next five teachers describe the impact on motivation after receiving negative
evaluator feedback:
If I get negative feedback, I flounder. I wonder what I can do and how I can improve.
You’re not as confident. When you get positive feedback, you feel confident. But I don't
think you just stay there. You push yourself. You're motivated to do even better. When I
feel like I am doing something right, she said it was good, I know how to keep doing
well. When I get negative feedback, it still motivates me, but it's a different kind of
motivation. (T15)
Teacher 15 describes that it is a different type of motivation when receiving negative
feedback. Negative feedback still makes a teacher want to “push” themselves to do better.
Even if they're not telling you the best thing, I appreciate it. I do understand what their
job is. I get more motivated. I rise to the challenge. Tell me what I need to do and I will
do it. I will try to do my best. Tell me I didn't do so great, and I will try even harder next
time. It affects my motivation in a positive way. I have learned where my motivation is. It
has taken a long time, and has taken some bad evaluations, but I have learned that my
motivation is not to please my evaluator. My motivation is to teach my class successfully.
(T4)
Teacher 4 explains that her motivation to be a successful teacher compels her to improve
when receiving negative evaluator feedback. In this scenario, she is “more motivated.”
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If it's negative, I'm definitely trying to make things better, but I don't feel as good about
it. I would always be feeling that I had to go to work the next day and work on
something. It would hurt my confidence. I would worry that they felt I wasn't doing my
job. It wouldn't hurt my self-esteem as much as my confidence. (T8)
Although Teacher 8 believes her confidence would be hurt by negative feedback, she also
stated that she would always feel like she needs to work on something to improve. She would be
motivated to work even harder.
It definitely motivates me to see that my evaluator actually knows what I'm doing and can
give my feedback about things I'm doing well and what can be improved. It's nice to see
that they notice all the things I do, not just with the students, such as paperwork and
ACCESS testing. If the evaluator feedback acknowledges what I'm doing it really
motivates me. If it's infrequent or doesn't recognize the things I do, it definitely brings me
down. (T7)
Teachers altogether describe being motivated to change, improve, do better, try
something new, and come to work each day as a result of evaluator feedback.
Teachers 19 and 20 discussed how knowing what their evaluator thinks of them impacts
their confidence and their motivation. They described:
If I knew my principal viewed me negatively, I don't think I'd be coming into work every
day with a huge smile on my face. I think I would be, like I said, Eeyore. It can positively
motivate me if I feel as if she sees what I do, she likes it, and she supports me. I get
involved. I come to everything. I make it known that I like to be here. And I want to do a
good job. So I think it does positively affect me because I know she believes in me so I
don't want to let her down at this point. That's why I want to keep it up. (T19)
It definitely impacts my motivation. I want to know my principal is confident in my
teaching and is happy that I'm there. That they know I will be successful with my
students - it does matter to me. It doesn't matter if the principal is crazy or accurate, it still
has an impact. Maybe it's because they have power over you as your boss. (T20)
Teachers 19 and 20 are impacted by the opinions of their principal evaluators. If the principal
holds efficacy in the teachers, the teachers hold efficacy in themselves.
Lastly, Teacher 21 expresses that positive feedback helps build confidence and in turn
makes one more motivated to even “laugh and smile.”
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I think when something is put in writing it really has a bigger impact than a high five in
the hallway - positive or a negative. Positive feedback is obviously going to make me
walk a little faster, maybe laugh and smile. Obviously, the kids keep me going, but when
you know the person you were taught to respect your whole life also thinks that then it
does keep you going for sure. (T21)
Teacher 21 summarizes the perspective of the teacher participants of this study as she
stated that whether receiving positive or negative feedback from the evaluator, she feels she will
“walk a little faster, maybe even laugh and smile.” The evaluator, according to many of the
teachers is the deliverer of the feedback that motivates the teacher to keep improving. Therefore,
motivation is clearly related to teaching self-efficacy through the teacher evaluation process.
The four overarching themes led me to a final conclusion which will be discussed further
in Chapter V. Although the mastery experiences of teachers provided a general sense of
sustained self-efficacy over time, other factors such as evaluator feedback and feedback in the
form of evaluation ratings impact self-efficacy. As depicted in the data, both types of feedback
play a role in motivating teachers. When self-efficacy is high, teachers are more willing to
persevere or commit to school initiatives for change. Even when self-efficacy is temporarily
impacted with negative feedback, teachers remain motivated to learn and improve. However,
teacher evaluation ratings that are considered to be very negative such as Needs Improvement for
Unsatisfactory, may have a more significant impact on teacher self-efficacy, perhaps leading to a
lack of motivation to learn or improve. Chapter V will also offer recommendations for providing
evaluation feedback that is most conducive to learning and improving.

CHAPTER V: LINKING PREVIOUS RESEARCH TO THE FOUR THEMES

Ultimately, the goal of this dissertation study is to improve the quality of the teacher
evaluation process. Chapter V serves to achieve this goal by: reviewing Bandura’s sources of
efficacy information, linking previous research to the four themes outlined in Chapter IV,
reviewing the three pronged purpose of Chapter I, providing summary answers to the original
research questions, providing a final conclusion (or thesis statement) leading to final
recommendations, providing recommendations for leadership, and finally, discussing study
limitations including suggestions for future research to expand this initial study.

Review of Bandura’s Sources of Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy, as defined by Bandura (1997), is a person’s belief that he or she is capable
of achieving a particular task successfully. As stated in Chapter III, it is similar to selfconfidence when one believes he or she can accomplish the task at hand. Bandura contends that
self-efficacy is based on four sources of information. If educational leaders are able to determine
which source of self-efficacy information or combination thereof yields the highest level of
teacher self-efficacy, the evaluator may be able to control the degree to which the teacher
evaluation process is successful. As Bandura posits, people’s beliefs about their own capabilities
encompass diverse effects. These beliefs will influence a person’s action, determine how long
one will persist in a given activity amidst various obstacles, determine the level of resiliency, the
level of stress or depression experienced along the way, and the level of accomplishment
ultimately realized in the end. Teacher 4 highlights the result of feeling more self-efficacious: “It
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makes me want to continue to seek out new resources and materials and go with the flow of
what's up and coming instead of just falling into the same old teacher routine.” Considering these
outcomes, educational leaders may benefit from understanding how these sources of information
can produce these same results. The four sources of information are: Mastery Experiences,
Vicarious Experience, Verbal Persuasion, and Emotional Arousal.
Mastery experience is the extent to which one experiences performance accomplishments
and successes. Vicarious experience works from the perspective of observing others experience
success. Verbal persuasion is social in nature and is often embedded in dialogue with another
person who provides information related to one’s ability to perform a task successfully, and
emotional arousal relates to the affective state of the person who must perform despite feelings
of fear, anxiety, or overwhelming challenge. The data expounded in Chapter IV clearly indicates
the key sources of self-efficacy information related to high levels of teacher self-efficacy. This
chapter will discuss the key sources of self-efficacy information deducted from the four data
themes, and how a final theory was developed to provide educational leaders with insight into
providing a more successful teacher evaluation process. In the end, I will offer recommendations
to improve the quality of teacher evaluation based on this theory and by providing research based
strategies for feedback – a key source of self-efficacy information impacting the self-efficacy of
teachers.

Theme I – Developing Teacher Self-Efficacy Through Experience

The first theme in Chapter IV describes the impact of teacher experience on teacher selfefficacy. When asked what makes them feel most confident as a teacher, teachers discussed their
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experiences from multiple points of view. Some teachers explained that trial and error over long
periods of time made them feel more confident. When teachers find more success as a result of
learning from past mistakes, their confidence grows stronger. Some teachers explained their
confidence is shaken when there are sweeping changes in the field of education. When these
sweeping changes occur, the teachers expressed the feeling of starting over again with less
confidence in their teaching. They must learn from new mistakes until they master their craft
once again. Other teachers described feeling high levels of confidence when their students
achieved, especially in terms of academic growth. When their students succeeded, they believed
they succeeded. For some, confidence stemmed from student reactions in the moment when
students experienced success or when students experienced that “aha” moment or even when
they expressed their delight to be in class. Others described experiencing high levels of
confidence when they observed their students engaged in the learning process, with their “minds
on” so to speak. And, several teachers explained their confidence stemmed from performing well
in the teacher evaluation process itself. They view these examples as evidence of successful
practice, therefore, building their confidence over time.
These confidence builders serve as examples of what Bandura (1997) described as
mastery experience – one source of self-efficacy information. The master experiences of these
teachers served to produce the highest degree of self-efficacy. This result is linked to Bandura’s
research that multiple performance accomplishments with varying levels of difficulty construct
the highest degree of self-efficacy. According to Zeldin’s and Pajares’ (2000) study, most
researchers agree mastery experience is the strongest source of self-efficacy development.
However, the study demonstrated that vicarious experience and verbal persuasion can be sources
that are just as strong.
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Theme II – Impact of Evaluator Feedback on Teacher Self-Efficacy

As stated in Chapter IV, 22 out of 25 teachers expressed that more frequent evaluator
feedback would boost their perceived teaching self-efficacy. Further, despite the power of
mastery experiences altogether, evaluator feedback was viewed and experienced by many of the
teachers as just as powerful as or even more powerful in producing high levels of teaching selfefficacy than mastery experience.
Teacher 1 is a good example of verbal persuasion as equally influential as mastery
experience. Over half of the teacher participants reacted as strongly as Teacher 1 regarding the
power of verbal persuasion. During the interview, Teacher 1 also explained that her confidence
stems from mastery experience. In this example, it is the power of evaluator feedback in the form
of a final rating that causes her to doubt her self-efficacy:
That's not acceptable if I got a needs improvement or an unsatisfactory. I would feel
awful about myself. What am I doing? Should I be here? Am I damaging these students?
Am I not meant to be here? If my evaluator was an idiot and gave me a needs
improvement or an unsatisfactory it would still have an impact on me. It would stink.
(T1)
According to Bandura (1997), feedback from an evaluator is a source of self-efficacy
information. As described in Chapter II, this source of self-efficacy information is termed as
verbal persuasion. Bandura explains that human beings exert more effort and commitment to a
particular task when others convince them verbally they possess the ability to perform and
achieve, and performance feedback serves as a form of verbal persuasion.
Zeldin and Pajares (2000) performed a case study using grounded theory. Fifteen women
who chose careers related to STEM were interviewed, and two major themes were discovered.
Vicarious experiences and verbal persuasions were most influential in producing high levels of
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self-efficacy in the areas of STEM. Family members in particular were most influential at a
young age to encourage these women to pursue these careers historically held by males. This was
new information in light of Bandura’s research. Until then, mastery experiences were thought to
be the most impactful influence on self-efficacy.
Several years later, Usher (2009) used qualitative methods to determine how students
formulate their sense of efficacy in mathematics. Usher studied the behaviors of 8th grade
students transitioning into high school. She also wanted to understand why these eighth grade
students set such high standards for themselves in desiring to pursue high achievement in
mathematics. Interviews were conducted in eight public middle schools with a mix of
demographic representations. The results of the study indicated strong support for Bandura’s
previous research that mastery experiences are usually most powerful. However, in another study
examining the perceptions of mathematics teaching effectiveness among preservice teachers with
high and low levels of mathematics teacher self-efficacy, Swars (2005) discovered three themes:
past experiences with mathematics, adult influences upon perceptions, and mathematics
instructional strategies. The preservice teachers had both positive and successful experiences in
mathematics as well as teachers and other adults who encouraged them along the way. These
themes highlight both mastery experiences and verbal persuasions as influences on self-efficacy.
Once again, this reverts to Bandura’s (1997) research that a combination of modalities (sources
of efficacy information) influences self-efficacy over time.
Finnegan (2013) creates an argument that leaders should pay careful attention to
Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy information to build the self-efficacy of teachers. This
makes sense as strong teacher self-efficacy improves teacher effectiveness and student
achievement (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Both Bandura (1997) and Gibson and Dembo posited
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that perceived teaching self-efficacy is a contributing factor in determining how teachers will
ultimately perform, structure their classrooms, develop activities, and impact their students.
Teachers from this study reported the effect of receiving poor quality evaluator feedback (verbal
persuasion). Teacher 7 described her frustration in not receiving clear feedback:
My feedback was very general. I was unable to meet the standards, but I couldn't figure
out what I had done wrong, and they were unable to tell me what I had done wrong. I left
with no confidence whatsoever that I was ever going to be able to be a good teacher. I felt
it was inaccurate, but it was still a huge hit to my confidence. Part of it was that I didn't
know what I had done wrong. I got a general, "You're just not where we want you to be,"
but what does that mean? (T7)
Multiple teachers from this study, in addition to Teacher 7, reported feeling less willing to follow
through on school district initiatives when they received poor quality feedback and more willing
to follow through on initiatives when the quality was good. They were most willing when the
feedback was positive.
Weisburg and colleagues (2009) discussed the lack of quality evaluator feedback in The
Widget Effect. Sixty-three percent of administrators and 59% of teachers acknowledged that they
were not doing enough to recognize, identify, promote or retain the most effective teachers.
Seventy-three percent of teachers surveyed said their most recent evaluation did not identify
areas in need of development, and only 45% said they received some professional development
applied to areas of deficiency. In addition to a myriad of recommendations outlined by Weisberg
and colleagues in Chapter II, frequent and regular evaluator feedback to teachers with
differentiated professional development was noted as critical.
Rothman and Toch (2008) also pointed out that teachers are only required to be observed
for evaluation a few times a year. Most alarming to them was basing evaluation ratings and
results on a single, fleeting classroom visit by one evaluator. Rothman and Toch refer to these
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single visits as “drive-bys.” In addition, they reported that most evaluators frequently do not
discuss evaluation results with their teachers. This could have devastating results on teacher
perceived self-efficacy according to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) as teachers with low selfefficacy spend more time developing non-academic lesson plans, quickly give up, criticize
students for failing, blame others, and attribute personal failures to extenuating circumstances.
Furthermore, teachers who regard themselves as effective educators after receiving
positive evaluator feedback provide better instruction to their students (Bandura, 1997;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Bansom & Frase, 2004). Bansom and Frase conclude that if the
teachers are cognitively engaged with high degrees of self-efficacy, in “flow,” students are
cognitively engaged. This is an impact we want for all teachers, all students, and in all schools.
Lastly, Finnegan (2013) states in order for teacher evaluation to positively influence
teachers’ sense of self-efficacy, effective teacher evaluation models must clearly articulate tasks
and attainable expectations. Unclear expectations, according to Finnegan may lead to false
performance assessments. Bandura (1997) argues that people suffer adverse consequences when
they falsely appraise their sense of efficacy. Finnegan contends the administrator is the key
determinant in building a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy.

Theme III –Impact of Evaluation Ratings on Teacher Self-Efficacy

The evaluation rating significantly affected the teaching self-efficacy of the study
participants. According to Bandura (1997), performance or evaluative feedback serves as a form
of verbal persuasion. It is the evaluator who assigns the rating based on the accumulation of
feedback throughout the evaluation process, both written and verbal. It is the summation of the
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evaluator’s work and final opinion regarding the teacher’s overall performance during the
evaluation cycle. Twenty-four out of 25 teachers said the rating impacted their level of teaching
confidence one way or another, either positively or negatively. In some circumstances, it affected
their teaching self-efficacy drastically.
Teacher 5 describes the emotional impact of the rating. She describes the rating as a part
of her identity as a teacher and even says that the rating “becomes her.” She said,
The gravity of the process . . . even if the evaluation was on a bad day, this one number is
supposed to define how I perform and it impacts if we get riffed. My rating becomes me
now, my identity, like a prisoner number. That's the scariest part of it for me. I have
studied, gone to college, and student taught getting ready for this, and then I get reduced
to a number. (T5)
Teacher 5’s description includes the idea that a teaching professional can be reduced to an
impersonal number after receiving the final evaluation rating. She also includes that that number,
according to PERA law, may affect the school district’s priority in the Reduction in Force
process (“if we get riffed”). For example, a teacher may be terminated from employment before
another teacher who has a higher rating. This is why she says this is “the scariest part of it for
me.” Chapter IV described similar experiences, emotions and feelings related to the evaluation
rating among the 25 participants.
Weisberg and colleagues (2009) revealed the characteristics of the Widget Effect in
teacher evaluation. In their study, 94% of teachers were rated in the top two categories - either
good or great. According to Weisberg and colleagues, the failure to identify levels of competence
continued to promulgate the lack of professional development provided to teachers. Seventythree percent of teachers surveyed said their most recent evaluation did not identify areas in need
of development, and only 45% said they received some professional development in specific
areas of deficiency.
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Considering the statistics above, it is understandable why multiple rating options would
be recommended to create a solid teacher evaluation process. However, Weisberg and colleagues
(2009) provide further recommendations. They recommend regular monitoring and norming of
evaluator judgements with the aid of peer evaluations, third party reviews, and/or teacher
surveys, frequent and regular evaluator feedback to teachers, differentiated professional
development linked to performance standards and intensive support for those who fall below
standards. The purpose of this study is to determine which practice yields the highest degree of
teacher self-efficacy through the teacher evaluation process.
Many of the teacher participants described the impact of basing the evaluation rating on
only one or two observations. Teachers 17 and 25 discuss their experiences:
The point I feel least confident with is that formal snippet. It's like if something goes
wrong or if it doesn't go as well as you planned. I don't want that one; you're not
Excellent in these categories and that's not the most effective I guess. So that's when I
feel the most nervous. (T17)
Even though I don't necessarily like to be observed, what makes me feel the least
confident is not having more observations. I know it's not possible time-wise, but
sometimes I feel that the moments they are seeing are not necessarily the best reflection
of what is really going on. For example, in my last observation it was noted that the kids
weren't speaking loud enough. But, the student was brand new, and then a stranger walks
in. Under the circumstances there is no way they are going to speak loudly. (T25)
Teacher 17 describes the impact on her teaching self-efficacy by discussing the impact of
the “formal snippet.” The formal snippet refers to the one-time observation that leads to the final
evaluation rating. She explained that if one has a bad day and things didn’t go as she planned,
she doesn’t want that observation to count toward her final rating. She described feeling nervous
regarding the potential ineffectiveness of the evaluation process.
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Teacher 25 describes a similar feeling. She simply states that what affects her selfefficacy “is not having more observations.” She also explained that the impact of the final rating
based on limited observations decreases her confidence in her teaching.
Rothman and Toch (2008) addressed a number of factors contributing to the lack of
seriousness for teacher evaluation in public education. What was most alarming to them was the
continuing teacher evaluation practice of evaluators basing evaluation ratings and results on a
single, fleeting classroom visit by one evaluator. Pressing their point further, Rothman and Toch
highlighted the relationship between principal ratings of teachers and the achievement of their
students to be “near zero.” Additionally, the authors reported that most evaluators frequently do
not discuss evaluation results with their teachers. The teacher responses from my study support
their conclusions.
Cintron and Flanniken (2011) provide further evidence for the ineffectiveness of the onetime classroom visits or “drive-by” observations. They discussed the importance of rater
objectivity and reliability. Evaluators often become biased as a result of the latest observation. In
other words, an evaluator’s memory could be fallible as the most recent teacher observation
success often overshadows poor performance over the course of the entire year. Basing a final
evaluation on one or two observations during the course of an entire school year leads to faulty
performance assessments. Teacher participants described negative effects on their teaching selfefficacy as a result of unreliable teacher evaluation ratings. Even when teachers believe the
evaluator’s final rating reflects bias or an inaccurate portrayal of their overall teaching
performance, the teacher can be devastated by the effects. Many of the teacher participants
agreed with Teacher 25 as she explained:
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I think either end of the spectrum would have an impact on your confidence one way or
the other. If I stay around Proficient, my confidence is fine and I feel like a good teacher.
If I got a Needs Improvement, but in my mind the rating wasn't accurate, it would still
affect my level of confidence because that would be going in my file. Even if it's
inaccurate, would still be bad - it's still what the evaluator saw and what they think. (T25)
Teacher 25 described that her teaching self-efficacy would be affected even if the teacher
believes the rating is inaccurate. She explained that her feelings are based on the impact of the
final rating becoming a permanent artifact in her personal file, and that it is simply the opinion of
her evaluator. Evaluator feedback encompasses dramatic effects on teacher efficacy according to
the multiple teacher participants throughout this study. As Cintron and Flanniken (2011) pointed
out, evaluator feedback including evaluation ratings in any category can affect morale and
motivation. The next section will discuss several links to previous research that teaching selfefficacy significantly impacts workplace motivation.

Theme IV – Impact of Self-Efficacy on Teacher Motivation

Twenty-three out of 25 teachers expressed that when self-efficacy is either high or low as
a result of the teacher evaluation process, workplace motivation is affected. Bandura (1997)
argued that teachers are more motivated when teaching self-efficacy is high and less motivated
when teaching self-efficacy is low. When self-efficacy is high, teachers are more committed to
their work, more willing to design lesson and unit plans aligned to organizational goals, more
willing to persevere during challenging times, and more willing to commit to new initiatives. The
data gathered from the teacher participants corroborated the original research conducted by
Bandura. The data is also linked to other research related to teacher self-efficacy and workplace
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motivation. The impact of self-efficacy on workplace motivation is clearly described by Teacher
21:
I think you're just more willing to be involved. You're more willing to be helpful. You
might be more helpful to help your colleagues. You might be more motivated to reach out
to your students in different ways. I think it goes hand-in-hand. (T21)
The impact according to Teacher 21 is similar to most of the teacher participants. She explained
that one is more willing to help, assist their peers and willing to try something new when teacher
self-efficacy is strong. She expressed that high self-efficacy and motivation go “hand-in-hand.”
Chiu and Klassen (2010) studied the link between teacher self-efficacy and job
satisfaction. They documented that job related stress is related to teacher self-efficacy, which in
turn strongly influences job satisfaction. Bansom and Frase (2004) also concluded that
educational organizations must focus on building work environments where teachers have
greater opportunities to find success that lead to greater motivation and job satisfaction. If
teachers believe they are making a difference in the environment, they feel a greater sense of
satisfaction (Chiu & Klassen, 2010). According to Chiu and Klassen, job satisfaction is
considered a causal attribution to self-efficacy and motivation. Teacher 10 describes the stress of
the evaluation rating and the impact it has on her teaching self-efficacy:
Yes, needs improvement. [laugh] I would be devastated. [laugh] Yes my confidence
would be affected - especially because you work so hard and then to see unsatisfactory.
All of this work that I've put in for 180 school days and I'm not good enough. I'm failing
30 or however many students you have. There's a lot of pressure. (T10)

Teacher 10 described the feeling of failing her students and feeling pressure as result. Evaluator
feedback in the form of an evaluation rating is described by this teacher as having a devastating
impact on self-efficacy. According to previous research, the resulting effect would then impact
job satisfaction and workplace motivation.
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Furthermore, not only would a poor evaluation system impact job satisfaction and
workplace motivation, it would also impact intrinsic motivation. Firestone (2014) contrasts two
types of motivation, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation as a result of teacher evaluation. He
discussed the impact of rewarding and punishing teachers by using evaluation data like student
growth data or evaluation ratings as data. This model of reward and punishment is considered
extrinsic motivation. However, if an employer provides professional development, coaching, or
the tools to succeed, this can be an example of intrinsic motivation. Firestone argues that using
extrinsic motivators such as performance pay, bonuses, and other incentive programs based on
the outcome ratings of teacher evaluations has proven to be ineffective. Firestone contends that
these motivators diminish the intrinsic incentives to work just for the love of it, so to speak.
However, evaluator feedback, according to Firestone, is a critical source of intrinsic motivation
that has been under-analyzed in teacher evaluation. Firestone argues that motivational factors
must be considered to produce the desired result of teacher evaluation – student learning. These
beliefs are supported by Ebmeier (2003), who explains there is important research demonstrating
the linkage of principal behaviors to teacher self-efficacy. In other words, the principal evaluator
is the critical source of the four efficacy-building sources (i.e., mastery experience, vicarious
experience, etc.). When school principals provide feedback, encouragement, emotional support,
reinforcement, and modeling experiences, teachers experience a greater sense of self-efficacy. A
greater sense of self-efficacy according to all other previous research significantly impacts
workplace motivation. The report from the teacher participants of this current study supports the
work of the previous research as well. Therefore, it will benefit educational leaders to review the
research related to providing excellent feedback to teachers in an effort to impact the selfefficacy of teachers.
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Purpose of the Study: Review

The overall purpose of this study is three-fold: The first aim is to understand how teacher
self-efficacy may impact the effectiveness of teacher evaluation and its intended outcome to
improve teacher performance. The second aim is to understand the sources of teacher selfefficacy and how the teacher evaluation process relates to them, and the third aim is to provide
educational leaders with the key sources of self-efficacy information linked with high levels of
teacher self-efficacy through the teacher evaluation process. By fulfilling this purpose, I will be
able to recommend a research-based practice for building the self-efficacy of teachers in the field
of education. The fulfillment of this purpose is summarized in the next section.

How Teacher Self-Efficacy Impacts the Effectiveness of Teacher Evaluation

The data collected revealed teacher self-efficacy impacts the effectiveness of the teacher
evaluation process. The evaluation process is only effective if the teacher learns and is motivated
to improve instruction. In this study, both high levels and low levels of teacher self-efficacy
impacts the effectiveness of the teacher evaluation process. Impacting the effectiveness of
teacher evaluation is not just the result of high teacher self-efficacy. It can also be the result of
low self-efficacy. In addition, the data indicates a strong relationship between teacher selfefficacy and workplace motivation. When teacher self-efficacy was high, teachers expressed
being more committed to school initiatives and a strong desire to work hard. When teacher selfefficacy was low, teachers expressed wanting to work harder to meet expectations. However, if
teacher self-efficacy was too low, often a result of receiving a low rating or a result of not
receiving adequate feedback, teachers expressed feeling “devastated,” wanting to give up and
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stop working. The data indicates strong evidence to support that high teaching self-efficacy
resulting from thoughtful and frequent evaluator feedback transforms teacher behavior for
continued improvement – the objective for an effective evaluation process.

How the Teacher Evaluation Process Relates to Sources of Teacher Self-Efficacy

Bandura’s (1997) sources of efficacy information relate to the teacher evaluation process
predominantly through two key sources – mastery experience and verbal persuasion. Teachers
explained that mastery experiences such as their years of experience, student data results, and
student successes are important o building and sustaining high levels of teaching self-efficacy.
Teachers also explained how their self-efficacy stemming from mastery experiences can easily
be thwarted or increased by the final evaluation rating or by evaluator feedback. Both the teacher
evaluation rating and evaluator feedback are sources of verbal persuasion, one of the four
sources of Bandura’s efficacy information. These key sources of efficacy information revealed
the most significant impact on self-efficacy. When teaching self-efficacy was impacted by either
of these sources, the teacher’s willingness to commit to school initiatives, work hard, and
persevere was also affected. The effectiveness of the teacher evaluation process is dependent on
the degree to which the teacher is willing to learn and commit to further improvement. The
degree to which the teacher is willing to learn and commit is therefore dependent on teaching
self-efficacy.
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Key Sources of Efficacy Information Linked with High Levels of Teacher Self-Efficacy

Verbal persuasion in the form of written or oral evaluator feedback served as the key
source of efficacy information yielding the highest level of teacher self-efficacy. Teachers
described the impact of receiving either positive or negative evaluator feedback. Positive
evaluator feedback boosted teacher self-efficacy when the evaluator revealed a true
understanding of the teacher’s performance, provided frequent and relevant feedback, and
offered enough information from which to learn and reflect. The impact of receiving negative
feedback or a lack of feedback produced the opposite effect. Most significantly, the impact of
unjustified, invalid, or unreliable negative evaluator feedback left teachers feeling “devastated.”
Even if the teachers understood the feedback to be unjustified, it didn’t matter; teacher selfefficacy decreased significantly. Understanding the impact of key sources of teaching selfefficacy highlights the responsibility of leaders to ensure that these sources are harnessed in an
effort to produce the greatest impact. Key sources of self-efficacy information are critical to
meeting the objective of an effective teacher evaluation process leading to improved teacher
performance and school improvement.

136

Research Questions Answered



Research Question One: How does teacher evaluation feedback affect teachers’ sense of
efficacy? Teacher evaluation feedback is the key source of teaching self-efficacy
information producing either high or low levels of teaching self-efficacy. High quality
teacher evaluation feedback is necessary to produce self-efficacious teachers committed
to improvement.



Research Question Two: How do teacher evaluation ratings affect (influence) teachers’
sense of efficacy? Teacher evaluation ratings serve as a key source of teaching selfefficacy information. Ratings produce either high or low levels of teaching self-efficacy.
Needs Improvement or Unsatisfactory ratings significantly decrease teacher self-efficacy
whether or not ratings are justified, valid, or reliable. Unjustified, invalid, or unreliable
ratings lead to false perceptions of teaching self-efficacy.



Research Question Three: How does teachers’ self-efficacy relate to their workplace
motivation? High and low levels of teacher self-efficacy impact workplace motivation.
Whether levels of self-efficacy are high or low, teachers expressed willingness to commit
to school initiatives and to continued improvement. However, false perceptions of
teaching self-efficacy as a result of unjustified, invalid, or unreliable evaluator feedback
can produce unmotivated teachers who are unwilling to commit to improvement.
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Conclusion

In the teacher evaluation process, verbal persuasion in the form of evaluator feedback is
the key source of self-efficacy information that will produce the most self-efficacious teachers
willing to improve their performance

Recommendations for Leadership

Transforming Feedback to Improve Teaching Self-Efficacy

As Ebmeier (2013) points out, when school principals provide feedback, encouragement,
emotional support, reinforcement, and modeling experiences, teachers experience a greater sense
of self-efficacy. This is also the opinion of researchers who have provided recommendations for
an effective and transformative feedback process. The data collected from the teacher
participants of this study reflected a feedback process that is technical in nature and for the sole
purpose of compliance – a task to be checked off the list. Teachers most often expressed their
desire for more frequent feedback that provides more information, encouragement, and direction
as to how to improve performance. They described the process as a thing done to them as
opposed to a process that truly builds their teaching efficacy. In Joellen Killion’s (2015) book
The Feedback Process: Transforming Feedback for Professional Learning, she explains what
differentiates good feedback from poor feedback. Good feedback is what happens in the mind of
the receiver rather than what happens in the mind of the feedback giver. Feedback needs to take
on a new perspective according to Killion; it is not a product, but an intricate and dynamic
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process requiring the participation of the learner as much as the one who is providing the
feedback. It is constructive in nature, relying on the learner to create new practices from his or
her own teaching experience. For example, traditional feedback often requires a content expert –
a master in the field with much knowledge to bestow. While transformative feedback, on the
other hand, requires a process expert who can maximize the development of the receiver through
the reflective dialogue and interaction of the participants. Therefore, a constructivist process for
feedback is recommended as the key source of efficacy information – a comprehensive form of
verbal persuasion to improve the effectiveness of the teacher evaluation process.
The teacher participants of this study also reflect the culture at large– a work culture that
associates feedback with performance appraisal even in the private sector. Carrol (2014) refers to
our current culture as “feedback avoidant” - the concept that feedback is a negative event found
to occur once or twice a year in the appraisal of performance. It is believed that most people will
avoid feedback with this understanding. They will not seek to learn from the assessments,
comments, criticism or reactions of others. This is one of several misconceptions related to
feedback.
Another misconception is that people are generally averse to feedback. Interestingly, it is
the opposite, even among our Millennial workers. According to Gallop (2013), “Millennials,
who some have characterized as impatient to pay their dues, are most positive about growth and
development opportunities at work” (p. 36). Gallop continued to report that the most significant
factor associated with high levels of organizational effectiveness relates to the consistent and
frequent practice of providing feedback to employees. In addition, there is no evidence to suggest
that workers prefer positive feedback over negative feedback (Killion, 2015). Most employees
see themselves as learners, and learners want to play a role in the process of their own
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professional development. The concept of the employee (teacher) as “learner” is thus critical to
improving the evaluation process.
Learning is the key. However, learning is a process that has been traditionally viewed
from a behaviorist approach. A behaviorist approach assumes learning occurs when there is
simply a change in behavior. It reflects an era when most worked in the factory environment of
the Industrial Revolution. Utilizing a behaviorist approach in the nineteenth century would
ensure that a steel factory worker in Baltimore could produce the same product as a steel worker
in Pittsburgh. In a new economy that depends on human ability to design and create, a new
approach to learning evolves. Learning is more than the transmission of information according to
Paulo Freire’s (2006) principal of pedagogy. Learning is thus a process of constructing new ideas
from old ideas. As this new definition of learning takes over, feedback in the workplace should
afford our teachers opportunities to learn from their own experience and through trial and error.
In this case, Killion (2015) defines the learner as a “person who actively engages in and even
directs the feedback process” (p.5). Considering the complex and creative work of teaching, this
would be the most effective professional learning experience and feedback process for teachers.

A New Approach for Feedback

Killion (2015) points out that traditional feedback is still useful and effective in situations
when there is a sense of urgency. Certainly, if a principal conducts a fire drill and observes a
teacher not following directions for the safety of children, a principal evaluator would be
responsible to immediately redirect the teacher in the event of a true emergency. In this case, a
constructivist feedback process could delay the behavioral change necessary to protect all
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children in the quickest and safest way. But, this scenario highlights that the feedback process
falls on a continuum. This section will discuss the continuum of the feedback process.
First, it is helpful to define the concept of feedback. Traditionally, feedback has been
defined as the process of closing the gap between old information and new through a systematic
process that is used to decrease the gap in some manner (Ramaprasad, 1983). Hattie and
Timperley (2007) add that feedback is often performed by an agent (i.e., teacher, peer, book,
parent, self, etc.) in response to one’s task performance. Some have defined feedback as simply
the product of assessment (Killion, 2015). Altogether, most traditional definitions for feedback
rest in the principals of behaviorism. In other words, assessment information is passed from one
agent to another for the purpose of improved behavior. I am suggesting an approach that includes
both a behaviorist and constructivist approach to feedback. Killion’s definition for feedback is in
alignment with the feedback data and conclusions I received from the teacher participants of this
study. Killion defines feedback as “a dynamic, dialogic process that uses evidence to engage a
learner, internally or with a learning partner, in constructing knowledge about practice and self”
(2015, p. 13). This definition extends well beyond information from one agent to another. As
opposed to the concept of giver and receiver, it includes the experience of both the feedback
giver and the teacher as learners. The process, therefore, becomes a dialogue for high levels of
learning for all. A process, evidenced by the data collected in this study, which is most
conducive to building the self-efficacy of teachers. It is the self-efficacy of the learner that will
truly determine whether or not “knowledge about practice and self” transforms behavior
(Bandura, 1997).
Killion (2015) discusses the sources of feedback and the feedback continuum. The
continuum flows from one end to the other from unidirectional feedback to conversational
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feedback to self-generated feedback. Unidirectional feedback is delivered to the learner. This
type of feedback is traditional in nature and is viewed more like a product than a process. For
example, several teachers from this study said they received information in the form of a rating
with no information as to how one can improve. The feedback came from one direction, the
feedback giver, excluding the learner from the learning process. Conversational feedback,
however, is a shared process. This type of feedback includes the learner, allowing the learner to
have some degree of ownership. A learner, for instance, may be invited to share his or her
reflections during which time both the learner and the learning partner will discuss areas for
improvement and goals for the future. The most productive source of feedback on the continuum
is self-generated feedback. This feedback is completely owned by the learner and constructed
from the learner’s performance experience. Killion states, “It is generated by the learner and
includes authentic, honest, and objective self-analysis that promotes metacognition, reflection,
construction of new knowledge, and deconstruction of that knowledge to question its meaning
and application in diverse situations” (2015, p. 16). In this scenario, the learning partner is an
active listener often repeating and reflecting back the thoughts, ideas, assessments, and
conclusions of the learner. The learning partner may also probe and guide the active learner for
the ultimate purpose of self-analysis. This is the final objective and product of Killion’s
definition for feedback – to produce a self- motivated, independent learner capable of selfimprovement.
Considering the goal of developing the feedback learner through independent selfreflection, it is understood that none of the sources of feedback are appropriate for all situations.
A novice teacher new to the field, for example, may need more unidirectional feedback as it
relates to policy and the basics of instruction and classroom management. While on the other
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hand, a master teacher with years of experience in the same school district may be more capable
of self-generated feedback with guidance from the learning partner. In any situation, however, it
is important for an evaluator to know and understand the attributes of effective communication to
determine which type of feedback to appropriate. Killion (2015) discusses the attributes of
learning-focused feedback: process, criteria based, data, desired, timely, responsive, frequent,
future-focused, reciprocal, skillful interaction, and multidimensional. Altogether, these attributes
create a dynamic and metacognitive feedback process that produces real change in the learner. In
addition, these attributes make up the most powerful source of self-efficacy information desired
by the participants of this study. Killion also discusses different types of feedback that fall on the
continuum from unidirectional to self-generated. Thus, the results of this study as they relate to
key sources of self-efficacy information lead me to recommend a constructivist approach such as
Killion’s learner-focused feedback to produce the greatest positive impact on teaching selfefficacy.

Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations created parameters for the scope of this study. Teacher participants
represented those employed in Pre-K through fifth grade elementary schools only. Teachers
represented grade levels first through fifth grade general education. There were no teachers
included in the study who taught physical education, fine arts, special education, or other special
areas such as social workers or psychologists. Each of the elementary schools used in this study
represented four DuPage County School Districts in the State of Illinois. All teacher participants
represented in this study were female. Years of teaching experience of the participants were
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predominantly between 1 and 15 years. Lastly, this study is limited to questions related to the
“how” as opposed to the “why”. In other words, the study was limited to understanding how
teachers feel and react and not the reasons why teachers feel and react. It did not focus on
personal history, personality or other factors explaining why they were affected by the teacher
evaluation process.
Additionally, Teachers in this study volunteered to participate, and perhaps as a group
they are different from teachers who would not choose to participate in a study on evaluations
and self-efficacy. For example, it is possible that only teachers with high teaching self-efficacy
would volunteer. Also, perhaps these self-selected teachers value the teaching profession and
“giving back” more than other teachers, which could cause them to be more motivated. Finally, it
is possible that yearly evaluations matter more to teachers in this sample than to nonparticipating teachers. More research is needed to better explore a more diverse sample of
teachers.
It should also be noted that this dissertation study focused primarily on formal feedback
provided to teachers, by targeting interview questions at the final evaluation rating and
summative written feedback. However, teachers talked about all of the feedback they receive.
They also discussed the type of feedback that increases and decreases their levels of teaching
self-efficacy.
Considering the limitations, future research might entail an exploration of the same
research questions applied to teachers of mixed gender. Do female and male teachers react
differently to evaluator feedback? It may also prove beneficial to educational leadership to
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extend the study to both middle school and high school teachers. Is perceived teaching efficacy
different depending on the grade level center? In addition, it may prove beneficial to repeat the
study with teachers whose years of experience in teaching range between 15 and 40 years. Do
years of experience impact the level to which teaching self-efficacy is impacted by evaluator
feedback? Further research may also entail a more in depth study related to why teachers are
impacted by evaluator feedback and perhaps why teachers allow such devastating effects to their
self-efficacy even when evaluator feedback is unjustified, invalid, or unreliable.
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APPENDIX: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Greeting:


Thank you for participating in this study and for sharing your insights and perspectives
on the teacher evaluation process. My name is Anthony Palmisano. I am a doctoral
student at Northern Illinois University completing this study in partial fulfillment of my
degree. I am here to collect information related to the impact of teacher evaluation on
teachers’ self-efficacy and workplace motivation. It is critical to my research to
understand teacher evaluation from your perspective.



I will be asking you to discuss your experiences with the teacher evaluation process. I
want you to feel comfortable enough to tell me your honest opinion about your
experiences. I am assuming that your presence indicates that you are willing to participate
in this discussion. Your participation in this discussion is not required and you may leave
at any time without penalty or prejudice.



What you share with me today is confidential. We need to agree that what is said here
stays here. Your statements will not be reported in ways that identify you individually,
and I will not be providing anyone a list of the participants of this study. I would like to
be able to tape record our discussion so that I have an accurate record and don’t have to
rely on notes or memory. Do you have any objection to the tape recording? Are there any
other questions before we begin?

Introduction (i.e., background, name, position, ice breaker)
1. Age? Tenure? Grade level? Subject Area? Years of experience?
2. Describe your level of confidence as an effective teacher? How does your level of
confidence affect your motivation at work?
3. When was your last evaluation?
4. Describe your level of confidence as an effective teacher prior to your most recent
evaluation?
5. Did your most recent evaluation rating change from your previous evaluation rating?
6. Do you think the evaluation process was performed adequately? Fairly? Equitably? If
not, did it have an impact on your level of confidence as an effective teacher? Please
describe.
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7. Are you confident that the evaluation process reflects your performance as an effective
teacher? Why or why not? Please describe.
8. Describe what makes you feel most confident as an effective teacher?
9. What about the evaluation process makes you feel most confident as an effective
teacher?
10. What about the evaluation process makes you feel least confident as an effective
teacher?
11. Does evaluator feedback affect your confidence as an effective teacher? Please describe
an example. Please describe what it was about the feedback that affected your level of
confidence as an effective teacher? In this case, describe how your level of confidence
affected your motivation at work. Follow up questions may be related to both formal and
informal feedback.
12. Does the frequency of evaluator feedback affect your confidence as an effective teacher?
If yes or no, please describe why?
13. Describe what adversely affects your confidence as an effective teacher through the
evaluation process?
14. Does the final evaluation rating affect your confidence as an effective teacher? Please
provide an example. What is it about the rating that affects your confidence as an
effective teacher? Does the rating affect your motivation at work?
15. Is there a particular rating that would have a significant effect on your level of confidence
as an effective teacher? If yes or no, please describe why?
16. If you could change anything about the evaluation process which would
increase your level of confidence as an effective teacher, what would that be? Why?
17. If you could change anything about the evaluation process which adversely affects your
level of confidence as an effective teacher, what would that be? Why?
18. Describe how your evaluator’s feedback impacts your workplace motivation?

